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Foreword

No single training reform since World War II has had so profound
an impact on the readiness of the United States Army's fighting battalions as
has the National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California. Established in
1980, the National Training Center introduced to Army units an unprec-
edented combat realism under rigorous, spartan field conditions by staging
force-on-force mock battle through laser-simulated fire and near-real-time
location, communications, and casualty assessment instrumentation. The
outstanding record that our Army set in Desert Storm was built on cur expe-
rience at the National Training Center and at the other heavy, light, and
battle-command Combat Training Centers it spawned.

TRADOC historian Anne Chapman's study, The National Training
Center Matures, 1985-1993, provides a valuable record of this historic train-
ing reform. It follows her excellent initial volume, which documented the
NTC's origins in TRADOC studies of 1976 and early development through
1984. Dr. Chapman presents the National Training Center's experience cormn-
prehensively and with critical focus on the problems encountered as the cen-
ter developed and refined its training methods and instrumentation.

Providing a force of soldiers and units trained and equipped to the
highest state of readiness is our Army's great responsibility to the Nation. I

commend Dr. Chapman's study to Army commanders and trainers as a
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historical handbook of how the National Training Center evolved to operate

as a world model for land combat training,

Uotiomtd b

WILLIAM W. HARTZ
General, United States Army
Commanding

Fort Monroe, Virginia, May 1997



Author’'s Preface

The Mojave Desert is home to the U.S. Army’s National Training
Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin, California, the Army’s first combat training
center (CTC). The victory achieved by the U.S. Army, its sister services,
and the United States’ allies over Iraq in the Gulf War to liberate Kuwait,
seemed to vindicate the Army’s huge investment in the CTCs to provide
highly realistic tactical engagement and live-fire training. While a direct
cost-benefit determination is difficult to achieve, it is clear that the CTC
experience was instrumental in preparing the Army for war.

The author’s first volume on the NTC, The Origins and Devel-
opment of the National Training Center, I 976-1984, was an account of the
development of the concept for the NTC, which would become the capstone
experience in U.S. Army training of the 1980s and 1990s. Volume I fo-
cused on the early days of the training center and brought the NTC story to
the close of 1984 when the success of the project seemed assured. The
present volume provides a view of the NTC over the next nine years of its
evolution, as the instrumentation system became increasingly more sophis-
ticated and the opposing force (OPFOR) and exercise observer/controliers
refined their roles. The 1993 cutoff for this second volume was chosenasa
transition point from the focus of the NTC on pure training to the use of
the training center additionally for battlefield digitization and Force XXI

experiments. Unlike Volume 1, the second volume is topical rather than

xi
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chronological. Its chapters present snapshots in time that, hopefully, cap-
ture the facets of the training center that make it unique. No effort has been
made to focus on any particular period at the NTC over the nine years from
1985-1993; rather, the emphasis is on the evolutionary changes that would
produce—in the National Training Center—the institution that was the major
component of the post-Vietnam revolution in U.S. Army training.

Most of the primary sources cited herein are located in the United
States Army Training and Doctrine Command’s (TRADOC) Historical Re-
search Collection in the TRADOC Military History Office at Fort Monroe,
Va. Histories prepared at the U.S. Army Combined Arms Center, a major
subordinate TRADOC command; at the U.S. Army Forces Command; and
the U.S. Army Field Artillery Center and Fort Sill, were also consulted.

The author owes a large debt to many people who believed in the
project to record the NTC experience and offered help and encouragement
along the way. Historians on the staff of the Military History Office
offered encouragement and patiently endured periods of discouragement.
Dr. H. O. Malone and Dr. James T. Stensvaag as office chiefs provided
support and understanding. A special expression of gratitude goes to John
L. Romjue for sharing his knowledge and experience and for expert editing
that made this a much better study. it would be difficult to overstate the
contribution of military photographer Greg Stewart who made his vast collec-
tion of NTC photographs available, provided photographs of special sub-
jects at the author’s request, and offered numerous suggestions on the text.
Design, layout, and camera-ready preparation were very expertly accom-
plished by Ms. Carolyn Haynes of the Fort Eustis Training and Audiovisual
Support Center. Thanks also to Mr. Willard Owens and Mr. Will Moffett,

Chief of the Fort Monroe Multimedia Services Division for their support,

xii
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and to Mrs. Diane Johnson of the Directorate of Information Management
for efficient publication processing.

A number of NTC veterans willingly offered their insights. Special
thanks are owed to Capt. Steve Small of the Army’s Picatinny Arsenal who
read and offered suggestions on large portions of the manuscript. This
study is the richer for the numerous NTC observer/controllers and OPFOR
personnel who left behind interviews recounting their NTC experiences.
The TRADOC Technical Library staff and George Siehl of the Congres-
sional Research Service were always willing to provide whatever support
was needed. Members of the staff of the US. Army Training Support
Center, Combat Training Support Directorate, provided information on tac-
tical engagement simulation and NTC instrumentation. John Q. Smith of
the U.S. Air Force Air Combat Command read the portion of the manu-
script concerning Air Force participation at the NTC, and saved the author
many errors. Winn B. McDougal, as with Volume I, read the entire manu-
script and shared his extensive knowledge of Army training unstintingly.
Lastly, much gratitude is owed the staffs of the NTC commander’s office
and the Fort Irwin Public Affairs and Protocol offices for making my visit
to the National Training Center and Fort Irwin so pleasant and profitable.
Many other friends and colleagues contributed to the improvement of this
study with information and suggestions. Whatever flaws and shortcomings

remain are the author’s responsibility alone.

ANNE W. CHAPMAN, PH.D

Research Historian

Military History Office

United States Army Training
and Doctrine Command
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Introduction

Again and again we have owed peace to the fact that we were
prepared for war.

—Theodore Roosevelt
June 1897

T'he establishment of the United States Army National Training
Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin, Calif. in 1980 was the pinnacle and the capstone
achievement of the revolution in training that had taken place in the United
States Army since 1973. Since the end of American involvement in Viet-
nam, and spurred on by the lessons learned from the 1973 Arab-Israeli War,
a group of senior leaders in the Army—in particular the first commander of
the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), General Wil-
tiam E. DePuy, and his Deputy Chief of Staff for Training, Maj. Gen. Paul
F. Gorman—realized that one of the Army’s major wartime shortcomings
had been the inability to train as the Army intended to fight. Historically,
the United States had entered wars either unprepared, or prepared for the
last war fought, a situation that often resulted in high casualties and costly
campaigns. Further, there was the realization that, because of the over-
whelming strength of its major potential adversary the Warsaw Pact, United
States forces would have to fight and win outnumbered. The nation needed

a ground warfare component with a modern doctrine and a new training

1
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strategy. Maj. Gen. Gorman postulated that by applying a new doctrine
and tactics to a realistic training battlefield, the Army might gain better
insight into the inherent weaknesses of its training program. Realistic train-
ing would also provide a laboratory for the fielding of many new weapons
systems. In addition, the Army needed a training center large enough to
accommodate the range of modern weapons. These visionary ideas set in
motion the birth of the NTC at Fort Irwin, a 1,000 square-mile instalia-
tion of the U.S. Forces Command (FORSCOM) in California’s Mojave
Desert (Map 1).!

The first U.S. Army maneuver battalions conducted exercises at
the National Training Center in 1981. Each of what came to be known as
“rotations” featured a heavy armor and a mechanized infantry battalion
task force from a FORSCOM heavy division or separate brigade, which, in
keeping with Army doctrine, formed the task organization for mounted land
warfare. Battalion task forces were specially tailored with tanks and infan-
try supported by field artillery, attack helicopters, and close air support—
provided by the United States Air Force at the NTC. Later, as the NTC
matured, rotations featured light infantry, cavalry squadrons, and motor-
ized units. The objectives of the NTC as set forth in the original concept
were to provide a facility where soldiers stationed in the continental United
States could undergo combined arms training that could not be accomplished
at their home stations because of physical limitations and the prohibitive
cost of providing a realistic training environment. Brigades also partici-

pated by controlling the exercising battalions and their combat support

1. Anaccount of the choice of Fort Irwin is in Anne W. Chapman, The Orlgins and Development of the
National Training Center. 1976-1984, hereafter NTC, Vol | {Office of the Command Historian, United States
Army Training and Dectrine command, Fort Monroe, Va., 1992), pp. 25-32.
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Map 1
The Mojave Area and Fort Irwin
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and combat service support elements through simulated command post
exercises. The NTC would also gather data to assist in improving doctrine,
tactics, training, equipment, and procedures. The story of the early years of
the NTC was recounted in the author’s Origins and Development of the
National Training Center, 1976-1984 >

During their time in the field at Fort Irwin, units experienced both
force-on-force and live-fire training. To accomplish the mission of training
soldiers for war in a setting as close as possible to the reality of combat,
NTC training was based on three “pillars™: an opposing force (OPFOR); a
group of experienced trainers serving as exercise observer/controllers (O/C);
and a sophisticated instrumentation system to gather data and provide the
raw material for assessing unit performance. The OPFOR consisted of two
U.S. heavy battalions, one infantry and one armored, which were perma-
nently stationed at Fort Irwin. The two battalions were configured for battle
as a Soviet motorized rifle regiment that considerably outnumbered the ro-
tating units or “Blue Forces (BLUFOR).™ For the most part, their vehicles
were U.S. equipment visually modified to resemble Soviet tanks, personnel
carriers, air defense systems, light reconnaissance vehicles, and helicopters.
Their batile doctrine and tactics were usually modeled on that used by War-
saw Pact forces.* The observer/controllers were teams of U.S. Army offic-
ers and noncommissioned officers on regular assignment to the NTC. Teams
of O/Cs were assigned to each battalion task force rotation and accompa-
nied the BLUFOR throughout that rotation. The O/C teams’ functions

were to control the battle, assess results, and provide an after action report

2. lbid. passim.

3.  The friendly forces at the NTC were also sometimes referred to as the "BLUFOR" or the "friendly
force.”

4,  Cuban and Iraqi doctrinal models were also used on occasion.
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at the conclusion of each engagement. Other O/Cs acted as training ana-
lysts in a central Operations Center located on the main post at Fort Irwin.

In order to achieve realism and adjudge “kills,” “hits,” and “near
misses,” the NTC featured a complex system of computers, laser en-
gagement devices, and communications networks to collect data from
encounters between the forces. Laser-based engagement simulation via the
Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES) provided a degree

of realism in casualty assessment eclipsed only by actual combat. The data

-provided by MILES were then communicated to the aforementioned Opera-

tions Center and displayed on computer graphics terminals. Analysts could
thus observe and control the battle and communicate with the observer/
controllers in the field. In preparing the after action reports, the O/Cs de-
pended heavily on the data processed by the instrumentation system. Sim-
ply put, sophisticated instrumentation helped training analysts and BLUFOR
units to determine what happened, why it happened, and how revealed defi-
ciencies could be corrected before the next battle,

The National Training Center also featured one of the Army’s most
sophisticated live-fire ranges. Located in the northern portion of Fort Irwin,
the training range gave rotating troops an opportunity to attack or defend
their positions against a simulated advancing force. Task forces armed
with small arms, tank, and artillery ammunition faced approximately 1,500
computerized, radio-controlled pop-up targets that simulated the appear-
ance, thermal signature, and firepower of a Soviet-style motorized rifle regi-
ment. Some of the targets had the ability to “shoot back” with simulated
tank fire and AT-3 Sagger anti-tank missiles.

In the summer of 1984, as the NTC approached its fifth year of
operations, Army Chief of Staff General John A, Wickham, Jr. declared the

innovative training center a success and called for plans to guide its future

5
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development. As a result, Army and NTC leaders outlined the initiatives
they believed would assure the NTC’s continued evolution and maturity.
Over the next nine years, the training center expanded existing programs
and undertook a number of new ones. A ten-year plan established the pa-
rameters. Plans to exercise three actual BLUFOR battalions simultaneously,
per rotation, rather than the current two battalions and a brigade “slice,”
were formulated. In order to accommodate brigade-level training, the
center set in motion the necessary actions to acquire more training land.
During that period, the Army addressed such issues as upgrades for the
MILES and other instrumentation; new “surrogate” vehicles for the
OPFOR; prepositioned equipment for BLUFOR use at Fort Irwin; and
the configuration of the OPFOR given a changing world political and
military environment. The role of the Air Force received much attention
from both services. And the NTC’s data collection function and a lessons
learned program stirred considerable controversy.

It would be difficult to overstate the impact of the National Train-
ing Center on Army training. The successful training center at Fort Irwin
stood as a tribute to the systems-based, hands-on approach that had domi-
nated Army training since the mid-1970s. The NTC was a one-of-a-kind
training and evaluation system found nowhere else. The system was de-
signed to provide both subjective and objective observations and a degree of
insight into unit performance never available previously in the history of
military training. Between 1981 and October 1993, the NTC had trained
524,187 soldiers; 153,924 noncommissioned officers; and 39,228 officers,
including 4,216 company commanders and 724 battalion commanders and
their staffs, making it the Army’s premier combat leader development envi-
ronment. The NTC had also been the model for the establishment of two

more—but somewhat different—maneuver combat training centers: the

]
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U.S.-based Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC)® for light forces, and
the Combat Maneuver Training Center (CMTC) at Hohenfels, Germany,
for forces assigned in Europe. Perhaps the most convincing testimony to
the contribution of the NTC to Army training was the fact that a majority of
the combat troops that deployed to the Arabian peninsula in Operations
Desert Shield and Desert Storm in 1990-1991, had already experienced
“war” in the desert and learned its harsh lessons, because of their trainin gat
the NTC.

_ As of the close of 1993, there was still much to do to assure that
training at the NTC was the most realistic possible. And the question re-
mained as to how the NTC, the most costly sustained Army training project
in the peacetime history of the United States, would be affected as defense
budgets shrank. Whatever the result, the United States Army was justly
proud of its achievement in the successful establishment of its National
Training Center in the Mojave Desert and the innovative center’s proven

impact on the Army’s ability to fight and win.

5. The JRTC was established provisionally at Fort Chaffes, Ark. in 1987; betwean June and September
1993, it moved to a permanent home at Fort Polk, La.






CHAPTER

The Evolving Basis
of the

National Training Center

I the 1ate summer of 1984, having dubbed the National Training
Center a total success, General John A. Wickham, Jr., Chief of Staff of the
Army, requested that the commanders of the Training and Doctrine Com-
mand, Forces Command, the U.S. Army Combined Arms Center (CAC),
and the National Training Center provide him their opinions on a number of
“alternate concepts” for the NTC. He believed the time had come to exam-
ine the status of the training center and to develop plans for its future. In
September, Wickham called for the Army to develop a five- and a ten-year
plan for the NTC so that budget requirements could be accurately assessed.
He wanted to consider such issues as the size of the OPFOR, the level of
participation for units, combat support and combat service support, up-
grading of the instrumentation system, formalizing the lessons learned sys-
tem, land acquisition, and the capacity of the center to expand.'

General Wickham'’s decision to continue and to expand the suc-
cessful venture was a signal event in the evolving basis of the National
Training Center. Before turning to the major features of the NTC as it grew
during the last half of the 1980s and the early 1990s, we will take note of the
changing conceptual, planning, regulatory, personnel, and organizational
basis of the Fort Irwin facility. It was this background that provided the
stage for the maturity of National Training Center programs.

1. Msgs, CdrTRADOC to CSA, 3019112 Jul 84, subj. Alternative Concepts for NTC; Cdr FORSCOM
to CSA, 231900Z Aug 84, subj: Alternate Concepts for NTG. (2) Unless otherwise noted, all documents
cited are located in the National Training Center Collection of the TRADOG Historical Records Collection
(THRC), TRADOC Military History Office, Fort Monroe, Va. Prior to the spring of 1995, that office was
known as the TRADOC Office of the Command Historian.
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The Fulures Concept and
the Operations Concept - 1986

In 1985, the NTC Programs Office,” in accordance with Wickham’s
directive, began to update and revise the original National Training Center
Development Plan of 3 April 1979. By mid-1986, a strawman concept
entitled “Operational Concept for the National Training Center” had been
developed. The document established development and operational guide-
lines for the NTC over the next ten years. The new guidelines would serve
as the basis for promulgation of the bi-annual NTC five to ten year plans
developed as part of the Army budget process. Following an NTC “func-
tional area assessment” in June 1986 for General Maxwell R. Thurman,
Vice Chief of Staff of the Army (VCSA), the task of developing an “NTC
Futures Concept” fell to the Combined Arms Training Activity (CATA) of
the Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.?

By fall 1986, the NTC Programs Office of CATA (renamed the
Advanced Collective Training Facility Programs Office late in 1986) had
revised the operational concept strawman document and added the NTC
futures concept as an introduction. During a meeting on 4 September, the
NTC General Officer Executive Committee (GOEC)* concurred with the
concept as a mark for planning.’ Forces Command, with TRADOC assis-
tance, identified the resources that would be required to implement the new
operational concept. The Programs Office was then ready to brief the in-
troductory portion, the futures concept, to the commanders of TRADOC,
FORSCOM, and the Army Materiel Command (AMC}. That briefing took
place during 8-10 October 1986, followed by a briefing to the VCSA, Gen-
eral Thurman, on 20 October. As a result of another GOEC meeting at

2. Beginning inJuly 1984, the NTC Programs Office was an agency under the Combined Anms Training
Activity (CATA) at the Gombined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

3. Operational Concept for the National Training Center, [1986], p. 1.

4.  Referred to variously as GOEC, General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC), and General Officer
Working Group (GOWG). In the iext, the usage follows the document from which the information was
taken. The GOEC was chaired by the Department of the Ammy Director of Training, Office of the Deputy
Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans. Voting members of the GOEC were representatives of HQDA;
Army National Guard Deputy Directer; TRADQC Deputy Chief of Staff for Training; CAC Deputy Com-
manding General-Training; FORSCOM G-3; NTC commander; JRTC Commander; AMC Deputy Com-
manding General for Research, Development, and Acquistion; USAREURAssistant Depuly Chief of Staff-
Training/Commander CMTC, and the USASOC Deputy Commanding General. Combat Training Cen-
ter Directorate, CAC E-Mail, Fort Leavenworth Kansas, 16 Feb 94, subj: CTC GOSC.

5. Msg, HQDA todistr, 291344 Oct 86, subj: National Training Center-Future Concept “1996." The
GOEC met twice a year, usually in March and September.
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Headquarters TRADOC on 23 November, the concept was revised to re-
flect an incremental approach to bringing new equipment and personnel to
the NTC. The revised concept was again briefed to the commanders of the
major commands on 24-26 November 1986 and to Thurman on 3-4 December.

The introductory NTC Futures Concept examined plans for the
center’s development at three points in time—past, present, and future—
and forecast what the NTC would look like in 1996. In 1979, the original
NTC Development Plan had envisioned an exercise area for FORSCOM
battalion task forces as the primary NTC function. As a secondary func-
tion, the training center would serve as a source of data to answer questions
concerning force readiness and the effectiveness of training and doctrine
products. The early plan saw that at any given time, the NTC would host as
many as four battalion task forces. Two of the task forces would be without
troops and would participate in command post exercises (CPX) under the
control of a brigade headquarters. According to the 1979 plan, the evalua-
tion of the brigade headquarters was a unit responsibility; that is, the bri-
gade would essentially evaluate itself. The remaining two task forces would
take part in an engagement simulation exercise under brigade headquarters
control and a live-fire exercise under control of the NTC, respectively. Nei-
ther a specific number of annual rotations nor a definite length of time for
an individual rotation was set. The plan did assume that each Active Army
battalion would exercise at the NTC twice every eighteen months—once as
a CPX unit without troops and once as a full battalion task force. The
original plan had not discussed methodologies for Armywide application of
NTC data.’

By FY 1983, the CPX idea had been set aside, and the NTC played
host to only two battalions at a time. One was involved in force-on-force
exercises while the other participated in a live-fire exercise. Then the two
task forces changed places so that each could conduct both types of train-
ing. That same arrangement had existed since the first rotation early in
1982. However, by FY 1983, the NTC provided a “notional” division head-
quarters represented by the TRADOC Operations Group. The division did
not evaluate the brigade headquarters or the combat support or combat

6. (1) Operational Goncept for the National Training Center [1986]. (2) NTC Futures Concept [1986].
(3) CAC Annual Historical Review, 1986, pp. 163-64. (4) Msg, Cdr CAC to distr, 151540Z Sep 86, subj: CAC
Update. (5) Msg, HQDA to Cdr TRADOC et al, 0918452 Oct 86, subj: National Training Center {NTC)
Futures Concept Briefing to VCSA. {6) TRADOC Deputy Chief of Staff for Training Significant Activities
ATTG-ZX, 26 Nov B6. Afier the astablishment of three other combat training centers, the ACTF Office
bacame the CTC Directorate under CATA.

7. NTC Futures Concept, pp. i-vi.
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service support elements of the brigade. Although the controlling Army
Regulation 350-50, National Training Center (1980), had reiterated the
NTC’s secondary objective of data collection, the instrumentation still served
largely to provide information for use in unit after action reviews (AAR)
rather than as a data vehicle to “provide insights into the effectiveness of
doctrine, organizations, equipment, tactics, and training techniques.”®

By FY 1986, the number of annual rotations had been fixed at
fourteen. Rotations of light infantry units with heavy armor and mecha-
nized units (usually referred to and written as “heavy/light”) had been intro-
duced in 1985 to gain insights into the effectiveness of heavy/light doctrinal
concepts emerging from Army of Excellence light forces expansion and
restructuring efforts. Introduction of heavy/light and light/heavy rotations
is discussed in Chapter II. Extended rotations of twenty-five days were
added to allow commanders a chance to pause in the middle of a rotation
and correct those deficiencies identified during the rotation to that point.®

A key point of the 1986 concept was the retention of the training
focus on the maneuver battalion task force but with a commitment to move
toward fully training a three-battalion brigade, set at that time to begin in
FY 1992. In the interim, training and evaluation for the brigade slice would
be significantly enhanced. Brigade operations with both battalion task forces
in the same engagement simulation exercise became a standard part of each
rotation. The controversial issue of training an actual brigade will be ex-
amined in greater detail below. Suffice it to say here that approval of greater
brigade participation was, in part, a result of the retirement of TRADOC
commander General William R. Richardson on 30 June 1986. Richardson
had strongly opposed any move that threatened the strong focus on battation-
level training at the NTC.

In addition to those changes, field artillery participation had grown
from a fire direction center and one firing battery that evaluated themselves,
to a complete direct support battalion and an additional fire direction cen-
ter—all evaluated by a new twenty-man trainer-controller section. As late
as the end of 1983, Army aviation had taken no part in the exercises. By
1986 there was at least an entire attack helicopter company of 7 AH-1

8. (1) NTC Futures Concept, pp. ii-iil. (2} AR 350-50, National Training Center, 15 April 1980, p. 1
(quotation).

9. (1) NTC Futures Concept, 1986, p. iii. (2) National Training Centar Executive Committee Meeting, 12
Mar 85. OntheAmny of Excellence see John L. Romjue, The Army of Excellence: The Develapment of the
1980s Army (Fort Monroe, Va.: Headquarters TRADOC, Office of the Command Historian, 1893).
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Cobra and 5 OH-58 Kiowa helicopters evaluated by a ten-man trainer-
controller section.” Logistics support, formerly unevaluated, now had a
nine-man trainer-controller section. Instrumentation was still used largely
to assemble after action reports, but a new Center for Army Lessons Learned
(CALL), located at Fort Leavenworth, was expected to improve the collec-
tion and interpretation of NTC data. Data analysis and lessons learned
efforts are discussed below. Efforts were underway to collect as much data
as possible from the Phase I instrumentation system until a more sophisti-
cated system could be developed and put in place."!

Ten years in the future, or by 1996, planners saw an NTC which
conducted twelve rotations annually, of twenty-five days each. The focus
of training would be on the brigade of three actual battalions, two of which
would be, at any one time, in engagement simulation controlled by brigade
headquarters, while the third would be in live-fire under NTC control. The
other elements of the brigade—headquarters, the artillery battalion, the at-
tack helicopter battalion, the forward support battalion and other “slice”
units—would all be evaluated by NTC trainer-controllers. The division
and corps-level battles would be portrayed via simulation. The Futures
Concept called for improvement of the Phase I instrumentation system to
permit “inobtrusive [sic], non-interference collection of data and informa-
tion.to.aid in the combat developments process.” Plans for the installation
of interactive work stations at units’ home stations promised to provide the
capability to replay NTC data tapes to aid in the improvement of home
station training. NTC planners also saw the possibility of conducting simu-
lated command post exercises at the division and corps levels.!2

The Operational Concept for the National Training Center, for which
the Futures Concept served as an introduction, went on to flesh out the
Futures Concept. The NTC’s mission and philosophy had not changed and
would not change significantly from that adopted in the original concept
and the 1979 Development Plan. The NTC would remain an institution
dedicated to the most realistic battlefield training possible through force-
on-force maneuvers and live-fire exercises. Its secondary mission—that of

10.  The term “trainer-controller” appears to have been coined o mean both the field observer-contiol-
lers and the tralning analysts in the TRADOG Operations Group who operated the fixed instrumentation
system and monitored the training exercises. Only with regard to the 1986 futures and operational con-
cepts has the author used the term. Elsewhere the more familiar “observer/controller™ (OC) and "training
analysts” have been employed.

1. NTC Futures Concept, pp. iii-iv,

12, NTC Futures Concept, pp. vi-v.
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data collection and analysis leading to lessons learned—also remained in
place. A major change from the 1979 NTC Development Plan, as noted
above, included exercises for FORSCOM or U.S. Army Western Com-
mand (WESTCOM) active Army or reserve component close-combat light
brigades, which would engage in field training exercises with a heavy bri-
gade. And, as noted in the Futures Concept, the 1986 concept called for
twelve rotations of twenty-five days each instead of the traditional fourteen
annual rotations of 20-21 days each.”?

The remainder of the document, in general, reemphasized the prin-
ciples already in place in 1986 and implied by the very reason for its be-
ing—that is, to map out a ten-year plan—that would remain in place through
1996. A change, however, would take place in the opposing forces (OPFOR)
when training focused on a brigade headquarters task-organized with up to
three, rather than the customary two, heavy ground maneuver battalion task
forces. The OPFOR would then replicate a Soviet-style motorized rifle
division (MRD) rather than a motorized rifle regiment (MRR). The con-
cept also restated a commitment to the development of a system to auto-
matically replicate and record the effects of indirect fire other than the use
of fire markers. The inability to adequately simulate indirect fire had plagued
the NTC from the beginning. Plans through 1996 included the expansion of
the NTC maneuver area to allow for exercises by “full-up” brigades. Fi-
nally, The Operational Concept optimistically looked to the Air Force to
develop a laser engagement system that would be compatible with the Army’s
MILES. All these topics are discussed in greater detail below.

More Training Centers and A Master Plan

As the NTC charted a course for its future, the Army, based on the
NTC’s success, began planning for the establishment of other training cen-
ters modeled after the center at Fort Irwin. One of the new centers would
provide NTC-like training for light forces. Another would provide realistic
battlefield training for forces stationed with U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR).
The last would be a simulated division and corps level command post exer-
cise similar to that called for in the 1986 Futures and Operational Concepts.

13. Operational Goncept, [1986], pp. 1-5. The 12-rotation annual schedule was based on a "28 day
model" for each rotation, which included in addition o a total of 25 days for equipment issue, training,
equipment turn-in, and final clean-up, three “comp” days.
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In the decade following the end of the Vietnam War, the United
States Army had concentrated almost exclusively on heavy force doctrine
and organization, in response to the Soviet threat. In 1983, the Army’s new
Chief of Staff, General John A. Wickham, Jr., took measures to establish a
more balanced force structure. Light forces were a substantial part of his
restructuring strategy, especially the light division, with approximately
10,000 personnel, which could be rapidly deployed. Wickham established
training as “the most critical element of our light infantry blueprint.” Tn line
with that belief, he directed the TRADOC commander, General William R.
Richardson, to develop a concept for a light infantry training center, mod-
eled on the National Training Center, where airborne, air assault, Ranger,
special operations forces, and the new light battalions could engage in
realistic battlefield maneuvers. At that time (October 1983), the NTC
trained only heavy battalions. Three years later, after much controversy,
the Secretary of the Army, John O. Marsh, Jr., approved the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center (JRTC) effort.! Planners chose Fort Chaffee, Arkan-
sas, as the temporary location of the new training center. The JRTC was
exclusively a TRADOC effort, unlike the NTC which, as noted above, was
a joint TRADOC and FORSCOM program. In October 1987, the first
units rotated through the JRTC. 'S
~ As the Army looked ahead to the trainin g of the first light forces at
the JRTC in October 1987, it began planning for the establishment of the
heavy-unit oriented Combat Maneuver Training Complex (CMTC) to be
located on a 44,000-acre site at Hohenfels, Federal Republic of Germany.
Like the JRTC, the CMTC was modeled on the NTC. Training offered
there would provide European-based troops with similar realistic combined
arms {raining exercises as were available at the NTC. Plans were for fifty-
two armor and mechanized battalion task forces and cavalry squadrons to
train annually against an opposing force, in a mid- to high-intensity envi-
ronment. The training center at Hohenfels would also feature a TRADOC
operations group and an instrumentation system which would be developed
in two phases, initial (interim) and objective. In early February 1988, a
CMTC working group met at Seventh Army Training Command headquar-
ters to draft a concept plan and amendment to the U.S. Army Europe

14.  Adetailed discussion of the debate over the creation of a light forces training center is at Chapter Il

156, (1) CAC Annual Historical Review, 1986, pp. 343-44. (2) General John A. Wickham, Jr. Chief of
Staff, US Army, White Paper 1984: Light Infantry Divisions (Washington, DC, Department of the Army, 16
Apr 84} p. 4. The original name of the JRTC was the Light Forces National Training Center, In June 1993,
the JRTC moved to Fort Polk, La. Atthat time it becams a joint TRADOC and FORSCOM enterprise
along the same lines as the NTC.
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(USAREUR)-TRADOC memorandum of understanding establishing
TRADOC’s presence in USAREUR. The operations group would start out
under USAREUR control. Plans called for control to be transferred to
TRADOC in FY 1992.16 To train the opposing forces, an OPFOR acad-
emy began operations at the CMTC in October 1988. The first training
rotation was conducted in 1989. USAREUR decided on a rotation of in-
terim OPFOR until the center became fully operational in FY 1991, at which
time a dedicated OPFOR battalion would be stationed at Hohenfels."

If the NTC provided effective training for heavy forces, the JRTC
for light forces, and the CMTC for Europe-based forces, what of advanced
training opportunities for active and National Guard division and corps
commanders, their staffs and major subordinate commanders? To meet that
need, General Wickham, still Chief of Staff of the Army, approved the con-
cept of the Battle Command Training Program, or BCTP, in January 1987.
According to the concept, BCTP would train senior commanders in
warfighting skills in a five-day seminar at Fort Leavenworth or home sta-
tion, followed by a five-day computer-driven warfighter cominand post ex-
ercise conducted by mobile training teams at home station or at a regional
site. The seminars were designed to provide the training audience an oppor-
tunity to discuss doctrine and tactics and arrive at insights about modern
warfighting. They also were intended to build cohesiveness between the
commander and his battle staff. Warfighter exercises would provide a real-
istic battlefield simulation that required the player unit to fight as a team
while performing to standards. As with the other new training centers,
planners hoped the BCTP could provide the Army a means of determining
strengths and weaknesses in its training programs. The goal was for every
division and corps commander to receive a BCTP experience at least once
during his command tour."®

Exercises in the BCTP began in November 1987. Plans for the
future included training the commanders and staffs of ten active and Na-
tional Guard divisions and two corps, or eight divisions and three corps, per

18. Transfer of control of the CMTC Operations Group to TRADOC was posiponed and had not oc-
curred at this writing.

17. (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1989, pp. 209-10 (FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY — info
usedis not protected). (2) lssue Summary Sheet, ODCST, 18 Oct 88, subj: Combat Maneuver Training
Center (CMTC). (3) Semiannual Staff Historical Report, ODCST, 1.Jan89-30Jun 89, p. 81, The original
name of the training center at Hohenfels was the “Combat Maneuver Training Complex.”

18. (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1989, pp. 210-11. {FOR OFFICIALUSE ONLY — Info used
is not protected). (2) End of Tour Report, Thurman to Vuono, August 1989. (3) For a deseription of the
technology and operation of the BCTP, see Lt. Col. (Ret) Thoras D. Morgan, "BCTP: Preparing for War,”
Military Review, November 1989, pp. 3-1C.
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year. As this study was completed, program advances included the contin-
ued development of a remoting capability that would allow units in the
continental United States to “fight” at their home station as opposed to
deployment to a corps battle simulation center. If it proved successful, that
capability would be expanded and offered to USAREUR units. In addition,
a permanent “world class” OPFOR began transmitting Red Force exercise
play from a new Fort Leavenworth Battle Simulation Center (later titled the
National Simulation Center) to exercise locations at the various corps.
Whatever the future, the elevation of NTC-style training and evaluation to
corps and division level was bound to raise anew many of the issues and
concerns surrounding NTC training.!?

With all the activity to establish sites and programs for advanced
training, the effort to develop a “futures concept”— discussed above—took
a new turn. On 23 January 1987, General Wickham approved a “master
concept” which would, in effect, bring the NTC, JRTC, and CMTC, all
under a unified training umbrella, especially for planning and resourcing
purposes. Most of the issues addressed in the Operational Concept and the
NTC Futures 1996 plan of October 1986 were outlined in what was known
as the Advanced Collective Training Facilities (ACTF) concept.2

In September 1987 the Combined Arms Training Activity (CATA)
at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, articulated the need for an evolutionary
“Master Plan” that would encompass the entire CTC program and ensure
coordinated growth of the three new centers in conjunction with further
development of the NTC. The ACTF designation was changed to “Combat
Training Centers (CTC)” in May 1987 when the BCTP was added to the
concept. The CTC program was designed to provide tou gh, realistic, com-
bined arms and services training—in accordance with AirLand Battle doc-
trine—for leaders and units from company through corps. Collectively, the
four facilities would serve as places where Active Army, National Guard,
and Army Reserve units could undertake mission essential training that could
not be accomplished at home station because of physical limitations or the
prohibitive cost of providing a realistic environment. While the NTC would
remain the “capstone” Army training experience, planners wanted a con-
solidated program that would have the capacity to train heavy, light, and

18. (1) End of Tour Report, General Maxwell R. Thurman, Cdr TRADOC to General Carl E. Vuono,
CSA, August 1989. (2) Semiannual Historical Reports, ODCST, 1 Jan - 30 Jun 89, p. 76; 1 Apr - 30 Sep
89, p. 65. (3) Briefing, ODCST to TRADOC Liaison Officars’ Conterence, 7-11 Aug 89, Hampton, Va.

20. {1)TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1987,p.35 (SECRET —Info used is UNCLASSIFIED). {2)
Briefing Stides, CATA to CSA, [1986], subj: Advanced Collactive Training Facilities. That briefing also

requested approval of the gradual movement to training three “fuil-up” battalions at the NTC.
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special operations forces across the spectrum of conflict. The Master Plan,
which would be updated twice yearly, would also allow for the “cross-
leveling” of resources across the four training programs.*

_ The Master Plan itself was designed to chart a course for the com-
bat training centers—in a series of steps—from FY 1990 through FY 2000
via a centrally managed program. To provide that management, the plan
provided for a CTC Quarterly Review Board and Council of Colonels made
up of representatives of the Department of the Army, FORSCOM, TRADOC
Headquarters staff, the Army Training Support Center (ATSC), USAREUR,
the U.S. Special Operations Command, CATA, and the four training cen-
ters. The review board and Council of Colonels monitored progress and
established priorities in meetings normally held in November, February,
May, and August. A General Officer Executive Committee chaired by the
Department of the Army Director of Training met in March and September
of each year to consider recommendations of the quarterly review panel and
provide final approval of new CTC program requirements (Chart 1). In
October 1988, planners for each of the CTCs presented a first draft of their
plans to CATA. After a number of quarterly reviews, reviews by the Gen-
eral Officer Executive Committee, and numerous briefings to senior Army
officials, General Carl E. Vuono, now Army Chief of Staff, approved the
original CTC Master Plan in August 1989. Thereafter, the plan was re-
vised biennially in accordance with the Department of the Army “program
objective memorandum” (POM) cycle to meet changing circumstances and
requirements.”

The 1989 plan was detailed in five volumes. The first four vol-
umes included master plans developed by each of the combat training cen-
ters. In the fifth volume, the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations
and Plans provided an executive overview that detailed Department of the
Army policy, guidance, and current resourcing for the CTC program. If all

21. (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1987, p. p. 35 (SECRET — Info used is UNCLASSIFIED).
(2) TRADOC AHR, 1988, p. 151. (3) CATA Briefing lo GSA, [1986], subj: Advanced Collective Training
Facility. {4) CTC Master Plan, enclosure to Memorandum ATZL-CTC, CAC Commanding General for Training
1o DA Director of Training, 21 June 1991, subj: Combat Training Centers Master Plan [hereafter cited as
CTC Master Plan] Appendix 1, p. 1-1.

32, The 1989 Master Plan made no provision for a “4-Star Review” (a panel of senior general officers),
butsuch & forum subsequently became a part of the CTC decision-making process. The 4-Star Re-
view was conducted once a year to review CTC status and accomplishments as identified by the
Coundil of Colonels and the General Officer Executive Committee. Combat Training Center Directorate,
ODGST, HQ TRADOC, Fort Monroe, VA, E-Mail, 7 Dec 94, subj: Combat Training Centers Master Plan.

23. (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1988, p. 151. (2) CTC Master Plan, 21 June 1891, Appen-
dix 1, p. 1-1. The NTC GOEC became the CTC GOEC.
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the elements of the program became fully operational, the Army would have
the ability to train heavy, light, heavy/light, and special operations forces,
at all levels of organization, across the conflict continuum. Developers of
the master plan also saw the four programs included in the CTC concept as
capable of providing a means of collecting and analyzing a variety of data
concerning battlefield performance and the effectiveness of training under
simulated combat conditions. Properly managed and employed, such data
could provide a source of guidance for the development of Army training
systems, doctrine, force structure, and materiel acquisition programs for
new weapons systems and equipment.**

The NTC volume of the 1989 Master Plan included the proposed
expansion of the NTC to support brigade operations by adding a brigade
headquarters, a third battalion and a forward support battalion. That ac-
tion would make necessary a corresponding expansion of the TRADOC
Operations Group and the OPFOR. Meanwhile, in October 1987, the NTC
began to train and evaluate the brigade commander and his staff, in addition
to the maneuver battalion task forces.” The Army planned to continue to
train twenty-eight battalion task forces each year through FY 1992. Begin-
ning in FY 1993, plans were to train 12 brigades of three battalion task
forces each, annually. That change was later moved forward to FY 1994,
It was hoped that focusing on the battalion fight in context of the brigade
fight would allow better training in the synchronization of maneuver, air-
ground operations, combat support, and combat service support. However,
the Master Plan specifically stated that the NTC was not to have a third
maneuver battalion during each rotation until the JRTC, CMTC, and BCTP
were “on line.” Maj. Gen. Wesley K. Clark, a former commander of both
the Operations Group and of the NTC, would later express his belief that
that stipulation was a serious mistake, in that the cross-leveling of resources
from the NTC upgrades to the other programs severely slowed improve-
ments at the NTC.*

24, (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1989, pp. 201-02 (FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY — Info
used is not protected). (2) Gen Maxwell R. Thurman, "TRADOC: Evolvingto Maetthe Threat,” Army,
Oct 1988, p. 60. (3) General Car] E. Vuono, “Today's U.S. Amy: Trained and Ready in an Era of
Change,” ibid., p. 25. {4) TRADOC General Officer Notes, Jun 89; Jul 89; Sep 88. (5) Vision 91
Brisfing, ODCST, TRADOC Commanders’ Gonference, 4-7 Oct 88. {6) TRADOC ODCST Briefing to
TRADOC Liaison Officars’ Conference, 7-10 Aug 89, Hampton, Va. (7) AR 350-50, Combat Training
Canter Program, 27 May 88.

25, As aforementioned, the controversy over the expansion of the training program to include three
“real” battallons is discussed in greater detail in Chapter Il

26, (1) CTC Master Plan, passim. (2) Intarview with Maj. Gen. Clark, TRADQC Deputy Chief of Staff for
Concepts, Doctrine, and Development by John L. Romijue and Anne W. Chapman, 8 July 1992.
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To support the expansion of the NTC—that is, the training of three
battalion task forces—FORSCOM would have to increase the OPFOR by
one armor battalion and one mechanized infantry battalion. TRADOC would
have to increase the instrumentation and provide enough observer-controllers
(O/Cs) to accommodate heavy brigade exercises. Such exercises would
also require considerably more maneuver space. As noted above, efforts
had already begun to acquire more land in the Mojave Desert contiguous to
the existing acreage. Other NTC plans for the future included linking the
instrumentation systems at Fort Irwin with those of the Air Force’s Red
Flag air combat maneuver operations at Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada,
and the establishment of integrated debriefing and after action review facili-
ties at the NTC, Nellis AFB, and George AFB, California. In addition, the
plan looked to new combat vehicles for the OPFOR to replace an aging and
worn fleet and a communications network between the four CTCs. Most of
these topics are covered in detail in subsequent chapters.”’

Following a CTC General Officer Executive Meeting on 26 March
1991, the Army Director of Training, Brig. Gen. Larry Lehowicz, directed
CATA to prepare a Master Plan document to describe the CTCs through
FY 1994. *The document was also to capture all relevant CTC actions
approved to date by the Chief of Staff of the Army. Lehowicz was anxious
that the document be completed before the Chief of Staff, General Carl E.
Vuono, retired in June and that it be available to the new Army Chief of
Staff, General Gordon R. Sullivan. On 21 June, Brig. Gen. James M. Lyle,
Deputy Commanding General for Training at the Combined Arms Center,
submitted the 1991 CTC Master Plan to Lehowicz. For the most part, the
NTC objectives for FY 1994 remained the same, except that when funding

levels had failed to support some of the original objectives, they had been

acknowledged as valid by the senior Army leadership, but designated as
“not fully funded.” Those programs included land acquisition, military
construction, additional prepositioned equipment, new vehicles for the
OPFOR, and the planned communications network between the CTCs. The
CMTC and BCTP had no unfunded requirements and the JRTC had only
one. However, because of limited resources, the projected completion dates
of most programs for the CTCs were moved forward to FY 1994. The

27.  {1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1989, pp. 204-05. (2) Issus Summary Sheet, ODCST, 18 Oct
88, subj: National Training Center. (3} Semiannual Staff Historical Report, ODGST, 1 Jan - 30 Jun 89, p. 65;
1 Jan-30Jun 80, p. 72, (4) End of Tour Briefing, General Maxwell K. Thurman, TRADOC Commander,
1o General Carl E. Vuono, Chief of Staff of the Army, August 1989. (5) Msg, Cdr FORSCOM to distr, 2116502
Sep 89, subj: NTC Options - Combat Training Center Master Plan.
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1991 document became the basis for further development of an updated
CTC Master Plan in conjunction with upcoming “POM” cycles.?

In order to provide structure to the prioritization of resources re-
quired to support the CTC programs, all future growth and development
requirements would be categorized in terms of the unit; OPFOR; Operations
Group; Training Facility, to include instrumentation; and base operations.
While some CTC programs would have to be delayed because of budget
pressures, they received support from the top Army leadership. After hav-
ing been briefed on the Master Plan in August 1989, General Vuono had
stressed the need for the Army to create a realistic and exciting training
environment on the CTC battlefield in order that it might continue to recruit
and retain intelligent men and women in the Army. At that time he also
directed the Army leadership to be certain that the force understood that in
an era of constrained resources, the Army might have to cut back in other
areas to allow for building the CTC battlefields.?

Despite the strong support of senior Army leaders for the NTC
program and for the programs of the other CTCs, circumstances forced
frequent adjustments to the Master Plan. The original 1989 plan called for
the NTC—by 1994-—to conduct ten light battalion-level exercises per year,
three to four of which would involve rehearsing contingency operations
(CONOPS). The unit deployment requirements of Operations Just Cause
in Panama in 1989 and Desert Shield and Desert Storm in Saudi- Arabia in
1990-1991 and the subsequent downsizing of the Army beginning in 1992,
caused some disruption in the program. For example, in 1991, the NTC
conducted only six heavy/light and two CONOPS exercises. The 1991
Master Plan took those changes into account and reduced the number of
rotations annually from 14 to 12 for 1994, but light forces would be inte-
grated to a large degree and the NTC would work toward the instrumenta-
tion capability to integrate air-ground and contingency operations.*

As the Army and the defense budget grew smaller, the CTC Master
Plan evolved, and the process was refined, the Army turned to automation
to provide a tool to give access to data to support the decision-making pro-
cess—primarily with regard to the allocation of scarce resources among the
CTCs. In short, the database created would assist the Council of Colonels

28. CTC Master Plan, 1991, passim. Brig. Gen. Lyle became Army Director of Training in August 1991.
The 1989 Master Plan proposed funding the CTCs at $2.4 billion; funding later had to be revised to $1.3
billion. POM stood for Program QObjective Memorandum.

29. (1) TRADOC Annual Historical Review, 1989, p. 202. (2} CTC Master Plan, 1991, pp. 7-8.

30. Heavy/light and light/heavy rotations are discussed in Chapter H.
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and the GOSC in integrating the management of the four training programs.
In October 1992, the CTC Directorate, through CAC-Training, awarded a
contract for development of a program to link the databases of the CTCs
and provide an efficient means of updating the Master Plan as changes
occurred. To further assist program managers, the automated “living Mas-
ter Plan” was accompanied by a published document consisting of fifieen
volumes and five appendices. Seven of the printed resource volumes ad-
dressed issues pertaining to all the CTCs, such as program funding, and
information on each of the training facilities. The remaining volumes ad-
dressed issues concerning the major commands invoived in the CTC program.!

Army and Forces Command Regulations 350-50

The regulation that had governed the NTC development process
since April 1980 was Army Regulation (AR) 350-50, National Training
Center. The two-and-a-half page regulation, signed by then Army Chief of
Staff General Edward C. Meyer, briefly set forth the concept of the NTC
and its purposes and objectives. It also defined the roles and responsibili-
ties of FORSCOM, TRADOC, and AMC. At the time of its adoption, it
had been designed to settle a number of disagreements between TRADOC
and FORSCOM over control of the various functions of a National Train-
ing Center.*?

On 30 lune 1984, after nearly two and a half years of battalion task
force rotations at the NTC, FORSCOM published Circular 350-84-10,
Rotational Training at the National Training Center. The twenty-five-page
circular drew on the experience thus far gained and was obviously meant to
“assign responsibilities for NTC activities” and serve as a guide for
FORSCOM active and reserve units and the NTC support elements at Fort
Irwin, but it also outlined TRADOC responsibilities.® As set forth in
FORSCOM Circular 350-84-10, TRADOC's role was almost identical to
that set forth in the 1980 version of AR 350-50, with one exception: a
section was added making the identification and dissemination of “lessons

31. CombinedAms Cormmand-Training, Combat Training Center Directorate, For Leavenworth Kansas,
Combat Training Center Master Plan: The CTC-MP Process, 25 May 93. The October 1992 contract for
development of a program to link the CTC dalabases was awarded to Titan Applications.

32. The adopiion of AR 350-50 (1980} is discussed in Chapman, NTC, Vol |, p. 34.

33. TRADOC neveradopted a separate regulation goveming that command's role at the NTC.
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learned” one of TRADOC’s roles. The significance of that addition will
become clear further on in this study.®

With the end of the first phase of NTC development at hand, a new
edition of the Department of the Army regulation seemed in order. The task of
authoring the new regulation fell to the five-person National Training Center
Programs Office at the Combined Arms Training Activity. On 19 September
1985, the Army Director of Training sent out a final draft of the regulation for
comment. The September 1985 draft of AR 350-50, National Training Center,
did not change the basic NTC concept contained in the 1980 edition, nor did it
significantly change FORSCOM’s or TRADOC's responsibilities. Like the
1984 FORSCOM circular, the draft regulation did specifically spell out
TRADOC’s responsibility for lessons learned at the NTC.%

The 1985 draft regulation also contained a section not found in its
1980 predecessor—one dealing with visitors to Fort Irwin and the NTC.
The authors of the earlier regulation, which had been written before the
NTC began operations, could not have anticipated the interest the training
center would generate nationally and internationally among the military,
political, and media communities. In its first two and a half years, the NTC
had received numerous requests for visits and hosted hundreds of visitors.
The NTC cadre complained of training distracters and NTC commanders
complained that they were not notified of impending visits. The draft of the
revised regulation categorized visitors to the training center from 1 to 3,
those military personnel involved in training being category one, and local
news media, civic groups, and others not involved in training being category
five. Others such as members of Congress, senior military officials, repre-
sentatives of foreign governments, industry executives, and national news
media representatives, fell somewhere in between. The draft also estab-
lished formal procedures that all persons who requested a visit to the NTC
had to follow. As the September 1985 draft of AR 350-50 was being fielded,
the aforementioned efforts to consolidate management of the NTC with the
three combat training centers under development served to make it obsolete.
Although retitled “Advanced Collective Training Centers,” the 1985 draft
was never adopted. The procedures for the approval of visits were, how-
ever, adopted separately and remained in place at the end of 1993.%

34. FORSCOM Circular 350-84-10, Rotational Training at the National Training Center, 30 Jun 84,
35. AR 350-50 {Draft), Mational Training Center, 19 Sep 85.

36. (1}AR 350-50, National Training Center, 15 April 1980. {2) AR350-50 (DRAFT), Naticnal Training
Center, 19 Sep B5, pp. 9-12. (3) AR 350-50, Gombat Training Centers, 27 Jun 88, p. 1. {4) Msg, Cdr
FORSCOM to distr, 171425Z Dec 93, subj: Approval of Requirements to Visii the CONUS Cbt Tng Ctrs
{CNGTC) (NTC and JRTC).
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On 27 May 1988, six months after General Wickham had approved
the concept of a Master Plan, the Department of the Army finally circulated
anew AR 350-50, Combat Training Centers, to become effective exactly
one month later. The new regulation was designed to establish and pre-
scribe Department of the Army policies, objectives, and responsibilities for
the entire CTC Program, including the NTC. Although the new regulation
was much more detailed, its structure radically revised, and it contained
much greater emphasis on joint and combined arms operations than its 1980
predecessor, the roles and responsibilities of TRADOC and FORSCOM at
the NTC remained essentially the same. Two issues, however, that had
been addressed in the NTC regulation of 1980, were conspicuous by their
absence. '

First, no mention was made as to the status of the testing of new
concepts, equipment, or systems at the CTCs. The 1980 NTC AR 350-50
had permitted such testing when “it does not interfere with the training . ., *
However, over the first years of the NTC’s existence, the question of the
effect of such tests on the quality of training had arisen many times. Indeed,
as this study is being written, the debate continues. The CTC regulation
offered no guidance.

The second issue concerned data collection, analysis, and dissemi-
nation at the CTCs. Although the 1980 NTC regulation clearly stated that
“the training environment will be paramount at the NTC. Data collection
will be secondary to accomplishing training objectives,” that concept was
widely misunderstood. That misunderstanding was especially widespread
among members of Congress who believed the NTC was not living up to its
potential by failing to analyze data to assist in assessing doctrine, tactics,
and evaluating training development efforts. The results of the struggle are
told in much greater detail in Chapter VIIIL. Suffice it to say here that while
data collection was mentioned in the 1988 AR 350-50, no guidance was
given as to its priority.”

The 1988 edition of AR 350-50, Combat Training Center Program,
survived for five years before an interim draft of a revised regulation was
sent to the field for review. Although the format was significantly changed,
the June 1993 interim draft made few changes in the assignment of respon-
sibilities to Department of the Army elements and the major commands
involved in CTC development and management. The proposed regulation
was in general somewhat more detailed than the 1988 regulation. Again, no

37. (1) AR 350-50, Combat Training Genter Program, 27 Jun 88. (2) For the early debate over data
collection, analysis, and dissemination atthe NTC, see Chapman, NTC, Vol. |, pp. 111-27.
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specific mention was made as to the policy toward testing and experimenta-
tion or to the relative importance of data collection and the dissemination of
“lessons learned” as opposed to the paramount function of training.*

As of the close of 1993, the new regulation had not been approved.
Several issues had arisen and policy changes had been made that dictated
another look at AR 350-50 and a companion document, DA Pam 350-50,
Combat Training Center Program Management. The issues that most af-
fected the NTC dealt with the role of the CTCs in reserve component train-
ing, the prepositioning of equipment at Fort Irwin for BLUFOR use, and
the use of the NTC for “advanced warfighting experiments.” The training
of reserve forces at the NTC, and elsewhere, had taken on added impor-
tance as the Army grew smaller and more reliance had to be placed on the
potential call-up of the U.S. Army Reserve and Army National Guard troops. -
Still in guestion was who should pay for National Guard training. Also,
still unresolved was the use of the maneuver training centers for “advanced
warfighting experiments” (AWE). Army Chief of Staff Sullivan and
TRADOC commander General Frederick M. Franks, Jr. wished to employ
the centers to test new technology based on “digitization” principles which,
it was hoped, would aid commanders in “‘situational awareness” on the battle-
field. They planned to begin demonstrations of the new technology at the
NTC in the spring of 1994. Forces Command strongly objected on the
grounds that turning the CTCs into testing sites would detract from train-
ing. As for the issue of prepositioning equipment, many commanders wanted
to leave all equipment at home station and use prepositioned equipment, to
train soldiers for quick reaction in emergencies by eliminating the necessity
to prepare equipment for transport.®

Personnel Issues

Even before the first battalion task forces conducted force-on-force
or live-fire exercises at the NTC, the table of distribution and allowances
authorizing personnel and equipment for the TRADOC Operations Group
had been a major problem. The difficulties, examined in detail in Volume I
of this study, were also symptomatic of the tensions between TRADOC and
FORSCOM in coordinating their efforts in the best interest of the NTC and

38. AR 350-50, Combat Training Center Program, interim draft, June 1923.

39. Msg, Cdr TRADOC to distr, 2114307 Nov 1994, subj: C1 to AR 350-50, Combat Training Center Program
and C1to DA Pam 350-50, CTC Program Management. The prepaositicning issue reflected theAmy's efforts to
astablish a program for prepositicning equipment afloat as part of plans for rapid deployment.
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its training program. From time to time since operations had begun at Fort
Irwin, disagreements between the two commands over personnel had sur-
faced. On 15 June 1991, FORSCOM published a new regulation 350-50,
Training at the National Training Center. The new regulation was, in part,
an update of the 1984 Circular 350-84-10 which had expired in January
1985 and FORSCOM Regulation 350-50, Training at the National Train-
ing Center, of 15 November 1987, but it also addressed some new issues
and incorporated changes that had occurred as the NTC matured. Among
those changes were the establishment of a Leader Training Program and
guidance for the deployment of reserve forces to the NTC for trainin g

Perhaps most importantly, the new regulation had a major effect on
the TRADOC Operations Group. Specifically, the regulation made allow-
ances for training units to deploy troops and equipment in excess of the
support capabilities of the Operations Group. To make matters worse, a
U.S. Army Force Integration Support Agency (USAFISA) manpower sur-
vey mandated that the maximum authorized strength of the Operations Group
be based on the deployed strength and task organization of the standard
troop list for each rotation. The study also endorsed the use of augmentee
O/Cs, which FORSCOM would supply when excess requirements existed.
Further complicating the issue was the USAFISA recommendation that 35
positions within the Operations Group be eliminated. The Operations Group
comimander had requested, under the Schedule X procedures, a personnel
increase of some 175 positions. The recommendation, therefore, repre-
sented a manpower shortfall of some 211 positions from mission essential
levels as represented by the Operations Group commander. In light of all
that, the central question became which command had control over the
FORSCOM-supplied, but TRADOC Operations Group-assigned O/Cs?*

In addition to those deep personnel cuts, the manpower survey served
to highlight once again the delicate issues associated with the joint MACOM
control of the National Training Center. Under AR 350-50 (1988) TRADOC
was required to:

provide and train an Operations Group . . . that is sufficiently
staffed and organized to develop scenarios, assess the perfor-
mance of training units against Army doctrinal standards,
collectembedded source data/information, operate components
of the fixed instrumentation system, and provide detailed
feedback to both unit and unit’s chain-of-command.

40. (1) Chapman, NTC, Vol.1, pp. 49-54. (2) CACAnnual Historical Review, 1891, p. 107. (3)TRADQC
ODCST SSHR, 1.Jul - 31 Dec 91,p.90. . )
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With regard to staffing, the regulation required FORSCOM to “pro-
vide force structure for the CTC less the TRADOC provided OPSGRP.”
The USAFISA determined that the base operations portion of the FORSCOM
table of distribution and allowances that directly supported the operations
group required review. Specifically the survey identified the need for a
TRADOC-FORSCOM memorandum of understanding (MOU) concerning
support of the Personnel Administration Center, Maintenance Operations,
Air Force Liaisons for Nellis Air Force Base, and for A Company, Support
Battalion. The memorandum, when completed, addressed the general oper-
ating procedures for the coordination of operations between FORSCOM
and TRADOC#

As this study was being prepared, the MOU between the commands
had not been signed, and it appeared that it would not be, since too many
disagreements had arisen between the two headquarters on personnel
manning for the Operations Group. In September 1992, General Franks
directed that—in the face of the manpower problems TRADOC was hav-
ing—the CTCs look at ways to reduce military spaces in the Operations
Group by contracting out training support positions. The NTC had the
most potential for an action of that sort because it had a higher ratio of
military to civilian authorizations than did the other CTCs. The NTC
(FORSCOM) proposed to contract out a total of 119 spaces (15 officer, 1
warrant officer, and 103 enlisted) from the Video Section, fire markers,
live-fire maintenance, live-fire operations and scenario writers. The spaces
would be phased out gradually during FY 1994 and FY 1995, to ensure a
smooth transition. The TRADOC commander approved the NTC’s keeping
65 military authorizations to be used to increase the number of observer/
controllers. The NTC proposed keeping 28 officer, 5 warrant officer and
32 enlisted anthorizations, that is, 13 more officers and 4 more warrant
officers than were being replaced by contracting. Such an action would
mean, of course, that the conversion would not be a one-for-one switch and
the additional officers and warrant officers would have to come from else-
where. In September 1993, CTC representatives at the Combined Arms
Command, at the direction of General Franks, informed the Chief of the
NTC Operations Group that there would be no such increase in the Opera-
tions Group table and that any restructuring had to be done “in-house.”*

41. (1) AR 350-50, Combat Training Center Program, 27 Jun 88, p. 2. {2) CACAnnual Command History,
1991, p. 107.

42. (1) CAG PROFS Bulletin Board, GTC Dir, CAC-T, 9 Sep 93; 7 Ocl 93. (2) Briefing, ODCST, CTC
Quarterly Review, Hampton, Va., 27-28 Oct 93, subj: NTC Ops Grp Contract to TDA Conversion Up-
date. (3) PROFS Messages, Capt. Michael Worth, ODCST to TRADOG Cifice of the (Continued}
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On 27 September 93, Maj. Gen. Carl G. Ernst, the TRADOC
Deputy Chief of Staff for Training, was briefed on the situation for the
purpose of determining who would “pay the bill” for the 13 officer and 4
warrant officer decrement. Ernst’s guidance was that TRADOC schools
not be directed to give authorizations to the NTC. However, school com-
mandants could volunteer spaces. In addition, all switches would be one-
for-one. In an effort to break the impasse and to conduct “a good, tough
analysis of O/C TDA positions” at all the Combat Training Centers, Brig.
Gen. Joe N. Frazar III, in his capacity as CAC Deputy Chief of Staff for
Training created a cell at CAC. The group’s mission was to take a fresh
look at the functions of the operations groups’ tables considering their
responsibilities for safety, assessment, after action reviews, training unit
coverage, and analysis. The question of contracting civilians at the NTC,
probably for the Training Analysis and Feedback Division, was only a part
of that effort. Brig Gen. Frazar’s efforts were ongoing at this writing. What-
ever the ovicome, the result would mean fewer military personnel at the
NTC and JRTC.®

The Leader Development Program

- 'Forces Command Regulation 350-50 of June 1991 also established
procedures for implementing a Leader Development Program designed to
enhance the warfighting and military decision-making combat skills of bri-
gade and battalion commanders and their battle staffs prior to a unit’s rota-
tion to the NTC, as well as to the other two maneuver training centers. The
courses were conducted by O/C subject matter experts for active compo-
nent forces on site at each center. The emphasis during the pre-rotation
period was on planning, the synchronization of combat assets, team build-
ing, and battle drills. Developers saw the program as an integral part of the
maneuver training center experience that could provide consistency and
transition to a unit’s maneuver training scenario. The focus was balanced

42. (Continued} Command Historian, 15, 22 Dec 93. The contracting issue with regard to the NTC
Operations Group went back at least to 1988 when a ContractAnalysis Study—directed by General Vuono,
CSA, and conducted by CATA—investigaled options to meetthe manpower requirements of alf the CTCs,
by contracting. The group looked at all aspects of contracting at the CTCs and analyzed a full range of
oplions. However, when the study was briefed to General Vuono, he directed that the study group look for
additional options. See Msg, Cdr TRADOC to dist, 1920252 Jan 88, subj: Combat Training Center
{CTC) Contract Analysis Study, TRADOC AHR CY 1988.

43. (1) CAC Prois Bulletin Board, CTC Dir, CAC-T, 7 Oct 93; 12 Nov 83. (2} Briefing, ODGCST, CTC
Quarterly Review, Hampton, Va., 27-28 Oct 93, subj: NTC Ops Grp Contract to TDA Conversion Updaie.
(3) PROFS Msgs, ODCST to TRADOC OCH, 15, 22 Dec 93.
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between the decision-making process and the execution of operations plans
and orders.

Officers taking part in the 6-day program—offered twelve times a
year—prepared operations plans for tactical missions identical to missions
assigned training units. Subsequently, the group was briefed on the training
unit and OPFOR tactical plans before observing the execution of the train-
ing operation and taking part in the after action review. After action re-
views were conducted with the same formality as during unit rotations.
Opportunity was given for program participants to discuss and compare
plans and concepts with the executed plan. Each course at the NTC was, in
accordance with FORSCOM Regulation 350-50, of three days duration.
The TRADOC Operations Group was responsible for the Leader Develop-
ment Programs, which were conducted by the observer/controllers with
assistance from contractor coaches.*

Organizational Changes, 1985-1993

The original AR 350-50 (1980) and its successors had placed over-
all responsibility for NTC policy in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations and Plans, Department of the Army. Planning and program-
ming for the resources required for research, development, and procure-
ment of materiel to support the NTC fell to the Department of the Army
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development, and Acquisition (RD&A).
The functional aspects of RD&A were the responsibility of the U.S. Army
Materiel Development and Readiness Command (DARCOM).* The Forces
Command operated the training center as a FORSCOM training facility
and provided the force structure for the OPFOR and base operations. Forces
Command also appointed the NTC commander who commanded all units
and elements assigned to the NTC. TRADOC's responsibilities were to
maintain and operate the training environment, oversee the operation of the
instrumentation system, and develop the operational scenarios. As previ-
ously noted, the TRADOC element responsible for those functions at the
NTC was the TRADOC Operations Group. the “Ops Group” was the
heart of the TRADOC presence at Fort Irwin. '

44, CTC Issue Sheet, 3 Apr 96., subj: Leader Training Program (LTP).
45. DARCOM was retitled the U.S. Army Materiel Command in 1984.

46. For detailed discussion of the TRADOC Operations Group's activities at the NTC, see Chapman,
NTEC, Vol |, pp. 343, 52-53.
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As the NTC matured and the Combat Training Centers program
concept took shape, FORSCOM’s organizational structure, based in the
G-3 (operations) at Forces Command headquarters at Fort McPherson, Ga.,
seemed to change little. The TRADOQC Operations Group was not to be so
fortunate. The organizations to which the NTC TRADOC element had to
report seemed constantly to be changing. Under the NTC Development
Plan of 1979, the U.S. Army Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth
had overall responsibility for the trainin g environment at the NTC, a role it
fulfilled through its Combined Arms Training Development Activity
(CATRADA) at Fort Leavenworth.#' CATRADA, in turn, passed that func-
tion on to its Unit Training Directorate, which discharged its responsibility
through its NTC Division. From 1978 to mid 1980, the CATRADA com-
mander, a brigadier general, reported directly to the major general com-
manding the CAC Combined Arms Combat Development Activity
(CACDA). In April 1980, CAC commanderLt. Gen William R. Richardson
freed CATRADA from the CACDA chain of command and directed it be
reorganized as a new mission activity.*s

That alignment fasted until 1 October 1982 when CATRADA was
disestablished and its training directorates realigned under the U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College (CGSC). Under that arrangement
CAC’s training missions took a back seat to the traditional missions of the
college and had to share the attention of the CGSC deputy commandant with
more than twenty other college agencies and directorates. The resulting
turbulence in the training development community had a severely detrimen-
tal affect on the Operations Group at Fort Irwin as it struggled to stabilize a
new and untried training system for the Amy. In July 1984, General
Richardson, by then TRADOC commander, directed that the training direc-
torates at CAC, including jurisdiction for the NTC Operations Group, be
separated from the CGSC and formed directly under CAC headquarters into
anew Combined Arms Training Activity, or CATA. Direct responsibility
for the NTC Operations Group fell to the aforementioned National Training
Center Programs Office which was created in February 1985 and aligned
directly under CATA headquarters. Later in 1985, the Center for Army
Lessons Learned (CALL) was created as a directorate of CATA primarily to
improve the NTC data collection and analysis program. At that time, the

47. CATRADAwas established on 1 Dec 76 as part of General William E. DePuy’s and Maj. Gen. PaulF,
Gorman's efforts to make the Army’s training development and combined arms training efforts more coher-
ent and efficient. See CAC AHR 1987, p. 267.

48.  The specific responsibilities of the NTC Division and the reasons for the CAC reorganization of 1980
are detailed in Chapman, NTC, Vol. |, p. 52,
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CATA Combined Arms Integration and Standardization Directorate estab-
lished a separate NTC Lessons Learned team, which was absorbed into
CALL five months later. The complicated data collection and NTC “les-
sons learned” issues are examined in detail in Chapter VIIL*

Late in 1986, with the “umbrella” concept for the NTC and the
other combat training centers under development, the NTC Programs
Office was renamed the Advanced Collective Training Facilities (ACTE)
Programs Office. On 1 February 1987, the ACTF Programs Office was
separated from CATA headquarters and established as a CATA directorate
and renamed the Combat Training Centers (CTC) Program Directorate.
That development was a result not only of the CTC concept but of the fact
that CATA had become TRADOC’s executive agent for the NTC in reality
as well as in theory. TRADOC involvement at Fort Irwin, which had lagged
after the disestablishment of CATRADA, had by 1987, been reinvigorated.™

Aligned under the CTC Directorate of CATA, the NTC Operations
Group enjoyed a relatively stable organizational arrangement until the fall
of 1990. At that time, all of TRADOC, including the Combined Arms
Center, formally initiated changes that were primarily a response to world-
changing events and to public pressure to reduce the size of the military and
reduce costs. At that time, also, CAC was redesignated as the Combined
Arms Command. CATA became the Combined Arms Command-Training
(CAC-T) when its commander received the new position of Deputy Com-
manding General for Training. At the same time, CAC-T gained from
TRADOC headquarters the responsibility for maintaining and upgrading
the instrumentation systems at the combat training centers and proponency
for tactical engagement simulation. As part of the reorganization, the CTC
Programs Directorate acquired the new name of Combat Training Center
Directorate, but with little change in mission. The Operations Group at
Fort Irwin now reported to the CAC Commander through the CAC-T
Commander/DCG-Training. At this writing, a proposal to return many
functions of CAC, including those of the CTC Directorate, to TRADOC
headquarters awaited the decision of the Chief of Staff of the Army.”'

The above discussion depicts the organizational background against
which the National Training Center TRADOC Operations Group operated

49, CAGAHR, 1987, p. 268; 1990, p. B1. CATA was established provisionally on 1 Jul 84 and officially on
22 May 1985. '

50. (1) TRADOC AHR 1987, p. 35. (2) CAC AHR 1987, pp. 268-69.

51. (1) CAC AHR 1980, pp. 15, 81-82, 110-11. (2) TRADOC ACGH 1989, pp. 7, 15.
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over the decade following 1984, as it strived to continuously improve the
training experience for the FORSCOM units who visited Fort Irwin,
During those ten years since General Wickham had declared the NTC a
success, the training center at Fort Irwin had served as the model for three
more training centers and had become the senior and largest facility in the
Combat Training Center Program. While relations between TRADOC and
FORSCOM and, indeed, between TRADOC headquarters and the Com-
bined Arms Center were not always harmonious, there was no disagreement
as to the importance of the NTC and its training program to combined arms
training for the Total Army.

a3






The Focus of Training

From the time of its conception, the developers of the National
Training Center had seen it not only as a potentially revolutionary improve-
ment in military training, but also as an evolutionary process. That is, they
did not envision the day the NTC would reach a point in development where
it could be declared “complete.” Indeed, in the almost ten years since 1984
when General Wickham had made his *go,no go” decision in favor of con-
tinving and expanding the NTC, much had changed. “Heavy/light” (light
units attached to heavy task forces) and light/heavy (heavy armor and mecha-
nized infantry forces attached to light forces) rotations had been introduced,
and the training center had completed its first rotations involving contin-
gency operations. Divisional cavalry squadrons had also taken part in the
training exercises, and rotations had been conducted with motorized forces
from the 9th Infantry Division. One thing, however, had not changed. The
“futures” and operations plans of 1986 had called for the NTC to move
toward brigade level operations, that is, the training of three “real” heavy
battalions instead of the current two battalions with a brigade slice to serve
as higher headquarters. At this writing only two battalions were being trained
during each rotation, although the level of participation by brigade staffs and
support elements had increased. The subject of adding a third actual battalion
during each rotation, however, had been hotly debated over the years.

The “Brigade-Level” Controversy

How the brigade should be exercised at the National Training Cen-
ter was a two-part question. The first issue was the level of participation of
the brigade “slice.” What was the appropriate command level for NTC
training? More specifically, who should evaluate the brigade commander
and his staff and the brigade slice elements? The NTC concept as of the end
of 1984 was based on training two “full-up” battalion task forces (TF).
One TF participated in tactical engagement simulation under control of its
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brigade headquarters, and the Operations Group evaluated that battalion.
The Operations Group provided a notional division headquarters but did
not evaluate the brigade. The brigade evaluated itself through its chain of
command, and other elements of the brigade, such as field artillery, also
evaluated themselves. While one battalion was conducting force-on-force
maneuvers against the OPFOR, the second battalion task force took part in
live-fire exercises and was also evaluated by the Operations Group. Dur-
ing the rotation, the two battalions exchanged places so that both could partici-
pate in live-fire and force-on-force training. Almost from the beginning there
had been a theoretical debate over whether the focus of training should be on the
battalion, or at a higher level. A second question concemed the practical pros
and cons of actually fielding a third battalion rather than a “notional” one.
: The controversy over what level of training ought to be provided at

the NTC went back at least to August 1983 when the Field Artillery School
proposed elevating the level from battalion to brigade. Some senior Army
officials believed that training for a full three-battalion brigade would pro-
vide a more realistic battlefield environment and enhance training in com-
mand and control (C?). Many top level Army leaders had remarked upon
visiting the NTC and observing the force-on-force maneuvers, that C? was a
serious problem for almost all BLUFOR commanders. Another factor be-
hind the re-look at the level of the training at Fort Irwin was criticism from
some members of Congress that the NTC was too expensive and that the
Army was not taking full advantage of its investment there. Perhaps train-
ing three battalion task forces at once would make the investment easier to
justify and be more efficient. In July 1984, a study sponsored by the Army
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, Lt. Gen. Fred K. Mahaffey,
looked at a number of the key issues associated with the NTC as the training
center neared the end of its first phase of development. One of the alterna-
tives the study suggested for improving the training program at the NTC
was “true” brigade level training.!

The TRADOC commander at that time, General William R. Rich-
ardson, was quick to react. In a visit to Lt. Gen. Mahaffey on 28 June
1984, Richardson expressed his opposition to “gearing NTC up to the bri-
gade level.” Again, two weeks later, also in a letter to Mahatfey, the
TRADOC commander declared that “we must be absolutely adamant in
protecting the battalion task force orientation at NTC.” Richardson’s ref-
erence was to both the proposed concurrent training of three battalions, and

i.  LIr, General William R. Richardson to Lt. Gen. Fred K. Mahaffey, 13 Jul 84, General Willlam R.
Richardson Papers, U.S. Amy Military History Instituts, Carlisle Barracks, Pa. [hereafier cited as Richardson
Papers].
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to the evaluation of brigade operations. After a visit to the NTC in the fall
of 1985, he wrote in a trip report that “we are not out to grade brigade
commanders.” Richardson’s strong objections were based on his belief that
such a change would:

adversely affect the level of command where ground com-
bat is actually conducted—the battalion level—and the re-
sources bill to do it right will be unacceptable. At least for
now the TRADOC position is, as it has always been, to stay
with battalion task force operations using a brigade slice.

Richardson feared that full brigade level training would lead to un-
deremployment of the battalion and lower echelons. The TRADOC com-
mander also pointed out that the NTC and its OPFOR, Operations Group,
and instrumentation had been designed to support only two battalions per
rotation. He feared the Army might find itself with one more battalion to
train and without the resources to increase the OPFOR, other personnel, and
the instrumentation system. Estimates were that Fort Trwin’s maneuver and
cantonment areas would have to support as many as 1,200 more personnel.
Such a situation would mean that the quality of the training offered at the
NTC would “inevitably suffer.” Richardson’s concerns were shared by a
number of the observer-controllers who thought that brigade level training
“might degrade the battalion level training.””

The FORSCOM commander, General Richard E. Cavazos, also
objected to plans to change the level of training at the NTC, albeit for differ-
entreasons. Cavazos objected on grounds that such a move would escalate
transportation, evaluation, and support costs—much the same arguments
FORSCOM had made against the establishment of the NTC in the first
place. In a message to General John A. Wickham, who had only recently
become Army Chief of Staff, General Cavazos expressed his opinion that
those responsible for the training environment at Fort Irwin should keep the
focus on the task force and continue to “work hard to build on experience
and progress.” As for Wickham, at this point he seemed to sidestep the
issue. In an “NTC Policy Statement” of 7 September 1984, Wickham

2. (1) MFRATCG, 28 Jun 84, subj: Discussions with L. Gen. Mahaffey. (2)LIr, General Richardsonto
Lt. Gen. Mahaffey, 13 Jul 84. (3) MFR, 6 Jun 86, subj: Visil to the NTC. All documents in Richardsan
Papers. (4) General William R. Richardson, Trip Report, 7 Nov 85, subj: Visitto the National Training
Center. (5) Last quotation is from the Clark interview, 8 Jul 92. Maj. Gen. Clark was at the time in question,
the Chief of the Operations Group al the NTC. Clark's remark concemed the attitude of the O/Cs only;
he supported a move to rofations with three mansuver battalions. As previously noted, at this early date,
the brigade elements atthe NTC evaluated themselves.
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described the challenge for the future as the continuation of “training for
battalion task force operations” while attempting to “find ways to expand
the center’s capability to promote innovation.” One possibility, according
to the statement, was to “increase the direct involvement of brigade head-
quarters, CS [combat support], and CSS [combat service support} with on-
going NTC training.” That rather noncommittal approach made General
Richardson and his staff nervous. Richardson believed the DCSOPS, Lt.
Gen. Mahaffey, had written the message.’

Most of the aforementioned debate over brigade level exercises and
the evaluation of the brigade elements took place in mid- to late-1984. By
the end of that year, Wickham had directed that the brigade be given greater
emphasis at the NTC, and Richardson was forced to relent somewhat. After
a visit to the NTC in November, he wrote that “they asked my views on
brigade and division level exercises. I told them that I would be in favor of
trying some brigade exercises whenever they got the additional real estate.”
Perhaps the mention of division level training caused him to cut his losses.
Or maybe he was more prophetic than he knew, in view of the difficulty the
Army was to have with land acquisition. That story is refated in Chapter IT1.*

Wickham'’s position was to become clearer in late 1986, after
Richardson’s retirement. It will be remembered that it was Wickham who
directed the development of a futures concept for the NTC, an effort that
had begun in 1985.°> The “Futures and Operational Concept,” completed in
1986 contained a provision for the NTC to move toward a three-battalion
configuration and provided for evaluation teams for all “slice” units. Mean-
while, Richardson’s successor in June 1986 as TRADOC commander, Gen-
eral Carl E. Vuono, had joined those supporting brigade level training at the
NTC. In early 1984, then Lt. Gen. Vuono, as Deputy Commanding Gen-
eral of TRADQC and CAC commander concurrently, had instructed Brig.
Gen. Edwin S. Leland, Jr., then NTC commander, to do the first brigade
level rotation. That rotation, with the 4th Infantry Division, took place
in June 1984. Two battalions were linked up and attacked on a conver-
gent attack. Such a rotation was not repeated, primarily because of the

3. (1) Msg, Cdr FORSCOM to HQDA, 2319007 Aug 84, subj: Alternative Concepts for NTC. (2) Msg,
CSAto diste, 0716252 Sep 84, subj: NTC Poficy Statement, with handwritten note signed by Richardson
attached, Richardson Papers.

4. (1) MFR, 9 Nov 84, subj: Visit to West Coast. (2) MFRATGG, 7 Nov 85, subj: Visit to the National
Training Center.

5. The Operational and Futures concepts, as well as the CTC Master Plan are discussed at some
length in Chapter 1.
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aforementioned objections of the O/Cs. But Vuono did not give up. In
December 1986, after discussions with NTC officials at Fort Irwin, Vuono
had his staff prepare a briefing for Wickham, to be presented in January
1987, seeking approval for brigade operations at Fort Irwin.®

On 23 January 1987, General Wickham approved the Advanced
Collective Training Facilities (subsequently renamed the Combat Training
Centers program) concept, which included among other things, an outline
for the proposed expansion of the NTC to support brigade operations in-
cluding a division tactical command post, an action which would make nec-
essary a corresponding expansion of the Operations Group and the OPFOR.
The OPFOR would have to be brought to full brigade strength so that the
NTC would have a viable OPFOR in terms of numbers of combat systems
to oppose three heavy task forces, thus maintaining force ratios. In addition,
the instrumentation system would have to be upgraded to replicate the capa-
bilities of the most modern of potential enemies’ equipment. Originally, this
expansion was set for FY 1990. Subsequently, the projected start date was
moved forward to FY 1993 and then to FY 1994. Meanwhile, in October
1987, the NTC began to train and evaluate the brigade commander and his
staff-and to evaluate the brigade slice. Along with that change came an
increase in the kinds of tasks the brigade staff performed in order to enhance
the tealism of each rotation for the brigade commander and his staff. An
eight-man O/C team was added to evaluate the brigade headquarters, and O/C
teamns were created to evaluate field artillery and Army aviation participation.”

Thus one of the “brigade level” controversies—the evaluation of
the brigade elements—seemed settled. Not so for the other. As the mile-
stones moved up, funds and end strength were reduced. Enthusiasm for the
idea also seems to have waned. At a meeting of the General Officer Execu-
tive Committee in March 1991, the committee declined to take action on
plans for the expansion of the NTC to a three-battalion training facility,
calling the idea “thought provoking for the future.” At the end of 1993, the
two-battalion concept remained in place. The closest the NTC had come to
true brigade level operations at that point was the participation of both

6. (1) NTC Futures Concept, p. v. (2) MFR ATCG, 5 Dec 86, subj: Discussions at NTC. (3} Clark
Interview.

7. (1) TRADOCAHR, CY 87,p. 37. (SECRET — Info used is UNCLASSIFIED). (2) TRADOC AHR,
CY 88, p. 153. {3) NTC Futures Concept, p. iv. (4) Maj Jeff Marrin, Deputy Chief of the NTC Observa-
tions Division of the Operations Group at the NTC, interview with Brig Gen Paul E. Funk, Commander of
the NTC, September 1988 to October 1989, Fighteen interviews with O/C personnel are available in
the TRADOG Miitary History Office, Fort Monroe, Virginia and atthe CAG History Office, Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas. Each interview is completely ciled only on first mention. Thereafter only the interviewee's last
name is used.
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battalion task forces in the same engagement simulation exercise, an event
that occurred at some point in each rotation, and the introduction of “heavy/
light” rotations, discussed below. In the laiter case, the brigade commander
usually had the opportunity to maneuver two heavy battalion task forces and
one light battalion task force for part of a rotation. Brig. Gen. Paul E. Funk,
NTC commander from September 1988 to October 1989 and a strong advo-
cate of actual brigade level training, dubbed the heavy/light approach to
“full-up” brigade training, the “bare bones approach.” Despite the contin-
ued controversy and indecision concerning brigade operations, the Army
went ahead with plans to acquire the additional personnel, dollars, and train-
ing devices for an expanded mission. The Army also continued efforts to
acquire an additional 260,000 acres of land adjacent to Fort Irwin,?

Opinions on what the focus of training should be at the NTC dif-
fered widely among those closest to the conduct of the maneuver exercises.
For example, two successive chiefs of the Operations Group disagreed as to
what the effect of brigade operations might be on the training of the battalion
and below. Col. William L. Shackelford, the chief from January 1982 through
September 1984, during which time the debate heated up, believed the focus
should remain on the battalion task force. In his words, “Brigade Opera-
tions stick the brigade commander in the command post. That way he can’t
be performing the mentoring he is responsible for.” Col. Wesley K. Clark
succeeded Shackelford as chief of the group and served in that post until
April 1986. He returned in October 1989 as NTC commander. Clark later
said that he “looked at it as a bonus training opportunity. You were already
going through the motions of it to get the best you could for the soldiers who
were out there, without detracting from the battalion.” The deputy of the
mechanized infantry trainer team at the NTC from June 1987 until January
1990 agreed with Clark. “The battalion doesn’t feel it’s out there on its own.
The brigade has the potential to fight the deep battle—that is coordinate
USAF assets and Army aviation and artillery.”

Even in the absence of the increased realism that some commanders
believed could result from the simultaneous exercise of three battalions, many
senior NTC officials believed the increased participation of the brigade was

8. (1) GACAHR,CY 91,p.87. (2) NTC Futures Goncept, p. iv. {3) FunkInterview. Brig. Gen. Funk
believed, however, that if standards had to be relaxed for lack of land and money, the training level should
remain where itwas in 1989, Brig. Gen. Funk left the NTC in October 1989 to command the 3rdAmnored
Division, USAREUR & Seventh Aimy. He commanded the 3rd AD under Vit Corps in Opsrations Desert
Shield and Desert Storm. In July 1892, he became commanding general of the U.S. Army Armor Center
and Fort Knox,

9. {1)Telephonic interviaw with Col. (Ret} William L. Shackelford, 6 Jan 94. (2) Clark Interview, Romjue
and Chapman, 8 Jul 92. (3) Major Beacon, interview with Lt. Col. Vona, 30 Mar 90.
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an enhancement to training. Lt. Col. Michael Ryan, NTC Chief of Plans
and Operations from March 1988 to the spring of 1990, observed that:

Earlier the brigade was simply a conduit for orders that
came out of Plans and Operations, Operations Group, since
we wrote a brigade order, handed it to them and they passed
it on [to the task force]. Now we write a division order and
the brigade has to respond. They have to plan it and take
care of getting their assets synchronized.'®

For training the brigade assets, the Operations Group employed a
“talk, walk, run routine.” During the first days of a rotation, a brigade
received the operations order twenty-four hours in advance of passing it to
the TF commander. By the last four days of the rotation, when the brigade
typically had the greatest assets (artillery, aviation, logistics, etc.), it had to
maneuver in “real time,” attempting to execute orders as quickly as possible
in order not to compromise planning time for the battalions. In addition, the
brigade commander and his staff had to interpret whatever intelligence in-
formation was available and make all their own reports. During these final
days of the rotation, the object was to have the brigade commanders go
through what Lt. Col. Ryan termed “the full graduate program.”!!

The issue of brigade level training remained unresolved, although
no longer hotly debated, at the close of 1993. Reduced defense budgets, the
still unresolved issue of the acquisition of additional land, and manpower
shortages served to keep the issue on hold.” Meanwhile, another issue
had arisen that would claim the attention of those responsible for the
NTC training program and those throughout the Army concerned with

force structure. That issue was the advantages versus disadvantages of

heavy/light rotations.

The Heavy/Light Controversy

The United States Army continually monitored its force modern-
ization and structure to assure that it was capable of deterrence, and if

i0. Maj. Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observation Division, interview with Lt. Col. Michael Ryan,
Spring 1990.

11, lbid.

12.  Land acquisition effors are discussed at length in Chapter il
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necessary, defeat, of any potential enemies.” From the early 1980s to 1989,
the year that the world situation changed so dramatically, the Army focused
its development to respond to threats at both ends of the spectrumn of con-
flict. Atone end of the spectrum, the focus was modernization of the heavy
division to deter the Soviet threat on the mid- to high-intensity battlefield in
Europe. Heavy forces were the implementing element of AirLand Battle
doctrine of the 1980s and early 1990s. At the other end of the spectram,
light divisions were developed for the world’s “contingency” areas to help
deter possible Soviet surrogate and Third World aggression. Interest in
light forces seemed to increase in parallel with the Reagan presidency’s
(1981-1989) defense buildup. But all divisional units were specialized and
focused on fighting within the structural constraints of their division. Out-
side the division structure, until the late 1980s, little recent experimentation
had been done with the “cross-attaching” of various heavy and light force
combinations.

However, as early as 1982, Maj. Gen. John R. Galvin, then com-
mander of the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) at Fort Stewart, Ga.,
had written that the Army of the future would have to rely on both heavy and
light forces. Galvin also pointed out the advantages of using those forces
together. In short, “the heavy/light combination equals more than the sum of
its parts.” Galvin’s conclusions were based, in part, on two training exer-
cises conducted in 1982. One such exercise pitted his 24th Infantry Division’s
mechanized units against elements of the 101st Airborne Division (Air As-
sault) from Fort Campbell, Ky. and the 194th Separate Armored Brigade
based at Fort Knox, Ky. (Exercise Bold Eagle 82). The other exercise saw
a battalion task force of the 24th Infantry Division deployed to Egypt by
sealift to join a battalion of the 82d Airborne Division from Fort Bragg,
N.C. However, although heavy and light forces might engage in special
exercises together, routinely they trained separately,'*

Several years later, in the summer of 1986, Army Chief of Staff
General John A. Wickham, Jr., directed TRADOC to develop heavy/light
force doctrine and training programs in response to the possibility that light
divisions programmed for contingency areas could face high-intensity reali-
ties. Thus, in the second half of the decade, the Army began looking at what
the effects might be of operations with mixed heavy and light forces (includ-
ing Special Operations), within the corps boundary. It was against this

13.  Inthis discussion, the term “heavyfiight” refers to operations in which a light infantry battalion from
another division was attached to the heavy force brigade commander during the rotation.

4. Romjue, Army of Excellence, pp. 112-13.
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background that the controversy over—and the initiation of—heavy/light
rotations at the NTC took place.”

One of the roots of the controversy surrounding the attachment of
light units to heavy armored or mechanized infantry units at the National
Training Center, could be found in the debate over a training center for light
units similar to the heavy-oriented NTC. Concurrent with the debate over
brigade training at the NTC, Department of the Army, TRADOC, and
FORSCOM officials began considering a combat training center for the
training of airborne, air assault, Ranger, special operations, and light infan-
try battalions in low- and mid-intensity conflict. With the success of the
overall force modernization effort, which had been largely dedicated to off-
setting Soviet quantitative superiority in Europe, emphasis was increasingly
placed on contingency force operations, with direct implications for joint
and combined operations.

In October 1983, General Richardson and his training staff at
TRADOC began developing a concept for a light infantry training center.
For nearly three years, Maj. Gen. Maurice O. Edmonds, TRADOC Deputy
Chief of Staff for Training, and his successor, Maj. Gen. Johnnie Corns,
struggled to convert what had been Richardson’s vision into concrete plans
for a Light Forces National Training Center (LFNTC). The planning for
the future training of light forces resulted in a protracted controversy over
such training at the NTC. The basic question was whether training a mix-
ture of heavy and light units at Fort Irwin was better than establishing a
separate facility dedicated only to training light forces. In general,
TRADOC’s senior training community objected to any change in the NTC’s
“capacity and focus as the world’s preeminent heavy battalion task force
training facility.” TRADOC commander Richardson observed that “em-
ployment of one light and one heavy battalion under brigade control would
not be in keeping with NTC training objectives.” Besides, the terrain at Fort
Irwin was “decidedly tank country.”'®

In any case, TRADOC argued, training heavy and light battalions
together under a brigade headquarters was not in keeping with doctrine.
However, senior officials at FORSCOM, including the commander,

15, Chapman, NTC, Vol. 1, p. 145.

16. (1) Enclosure, subj: TRADOC Position on Light Force NTG Training to Itr, Col. Louis Hightower to Cdr
FORSCOM, 29 Jan 85, subj: National Training Center Long Range Development {1st quotation}. {2) Msg,
Cdr TRADOG to CSA, 172000Z Sep 84, subj: NTC Training for Light Forces {2d quotation}, Richardson
Papers. The roles of Generals Richardson, Sennewald, Cavazos, Galvin, Lt. Gen. Vuono , and others are
discussed at tength and in depth in Rodler F. Morrig’s forthcoming "Joint Beadiness Training Center.”
Morris also includes a detailed discussion of the debate surrounding the establishment of the training
center for light forces.
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General Robert W. Sennewald, strongly favored the inauguration of heavy/
light rotations at the NTC rather than the establishment of a new light train-
ing facility. Sennewald was primarily concerned with the costs involved
and with a potentially unreasonable demand for scarce manpower. The
commander of the 24th Infantry Division, Maj. Gen. Galvin supported
Sennewald’s position on grounds that at the NTC, light forces could be

‘tested against a heavy opponent, and light forces capacity to support heavy

units could be assessed. Speaking at an Army Commanders’ Conference in
August 1984, NTC commander Brig. Gen. Edwin S. Leland briefed several
potential innovations at the NTC including heavy/light force rotations, the
acquisition of additional land, and the construction of MOUT (military op-
erations on urban terrain) facilities. Richardson and his supporters consid-
ered Leland’s proposals to be threats to the establishment of a light forces
NTC. The heavy/light mix could diminish or eliminate the LENTC require-
ment. Costly projects like MOUT facilities, which became much more
desirable when light infantry was plugged into the NTC equation, could
jeopardize potential funding for a light forces NTC. The reserve compo-
nents generally agreed with the light force training center concept, but were
concerned about the potential loss of their training facilities at Fort Chaffee,
Arkansas, the proposed temporary site for such a training center.!”?
Finally, Lt. Gen. Carl E. Vuono, the CAC commander, sought to by-
pass the “either-or” nature of the debate. He suggested that a combination of a
dedicated light force facility and training for a mixture of heavy and light forces
at the NTC would offer optimal training opportunities for the Army’s light
forces. In short, heavy/light NTC rotations and the LFNTC were not com-
peting but mutually complementary concepts. Vuono convinced General
Richardson of the wisdom of that approach. Meanwhile, in January 1984,
FORSCOM scheduled the first heavy/light rotation at Fort Irwin—for the 24th
Intantry Division—in late 1985. Plans at that point were to conduct four such
rotations in FY 1986; four in FY 1987; five in FY 1988; and six in FY 1989.1
In October 1986, General Wickham approved the concept of a train-
ing center for light forces, which had been by then redesignated the Joint
Readiness Training Center, or JRTC. The new facility was established
temporarily at Fort Chaffee, Ark. Asnoted above, the facility conducted its

17.  Leland Briefing, Army Cdrs' Conference, 21-22 Aug 84. Leland also proposed clearance of several
artillery impact areas to allow more terrain to be used for force-on-force training and a light forces live-fire
facility.

18.  {1) Msg, Cdr, TRADOC to CSA, 1720002 Sep 84, subj: NTC Training forLight Forces. (2) Memo,
Cdr CATA to Cdr CAC ATZL-TAU-NP, 3 Apr 85, subj: National Training Center Executive Committee
Meeting, 12 March 1985.
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first rotation in October 1987. Like the NTC, the JRTC featured an opera-
tions group and an OPFOR. Unlike the NTC, the JRTC was completely a
TRADOC project until June 1993, when it was transferred to a permanent
site at Fort Polk, La. to become a joint TRADOC-FORSCOM operation. "

Meanwhile, the first heavy/light rotation at the NTC took place
during rotation 85-06 in March 1985. On that occasion, the 101st Airborne
Division (Air Assault) deployed as part of an emergency deployment readi-
ness exercise with a 500 man task force, and trained for five days during a
rotation featuring the 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized). The light task
force was given the missions of the passage of lines, raid, defend in sector,
and forward insertions. At their regular meeting in early April 1985, the
NTC General Officer Executive Committee received a report from NTC
commander Brig. Gen. Edwin S. Leland, Jr. on this first integration of air
assault and heavy forces at Fort Irwin. Leland reported that light forces

During heavy/light training at the NTC, soldiers of the 7th Infantry Division
(Light) prepare an M119 105-mm. flight fowed howitzer for action.

19. (1) TRADOC ACH, 19889, p. 207 (FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY — Information used is not protected).
(2) Current History Archives, 1893, TRADOG Office of the Command Historian.
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possessed effective defense, ambush, and reconnaissance capabilities when
deployed with heavy forces. He also noted effective use of attack helicop-
ters. He summed up his assessment by remarking that “coordinated Air
Assault/Heavy Forces Employment can be very effective but a great deal of
additional doctrinal/training work is needed.” But the change in the force
mixture for this first heavy/light exercise also put a strain on the O/C distri-
bution, since an O/C team to evaluate light forces had to be drawn from
mechanized infantry and armor O/C personnel. Generally satisfied with the
outcome of Rotation 85-06, FORSCOM Ieft in place plans for a second heavy/
light rotation in September of 1985 when a 7th Infantry Division (Light) task
force would augment a 4th Infantry Division (Mechanized) heavy brigade.?0
During FY 1986, the NTC hosted two heavy/light rotations.2! In
late February and early March, the 101st Airborne Division accompanied
elements of the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized), and a task force of the
2d Brigade of the 7th Infantry Division (Light) accompanied the 197th In-
fantry Brigade (Mechanized) (Separate).?? After the two rotations, numer-
ous conclusions were drawn, and the debate concerning the feasibility of
employing light infantry with heavy forces in a mid- or high-intensity war
environment continued unabated. It should be noted that the force mixture
question was axiomatic to the larger debate surrounding new light infantry
divisions that arose in the public forum and within the Army in 1984. In the
spring of 1987, writing in Military Review, the brigade commanders during
one of the FY 1986 rotations—Col. William W. Hartzog of the 197th Infan-
try Brigade (Mechanized) and Col. John D. Howard of the 2d Brigade of the
7th Infantry Division (Light)—assessed the strengths and weaknesses of
both heavy and light forces, separately and combined. (The force structure
of those two units is displayed in Chart 2.) In general, as heavy/light task
force experience accumulated at the National Training Center, the assess-
ments by those involved of the performance of troops during heavy/light
rotations was remarkably consistent. That is, participants and observers
over a near ten-year period noted that rotating units in heavy/light rotations
continued to make the same mistakes and to do the same things well.?

20.  Memo ATZL-TAU-HP, Cdr CATA to Cdr CAC, 3 Apr 85, subj: NTC Executive Comimittee Meeting, 12
March 1985.

21.  Inresponse lo the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings budgat constraints, FORSCOM cancelled three heavy/
light rotations in FY 19886.

22, FORSCOM Annual Historical Review, FY 1986, pp. 161-62.

23. Col. William W. Hartzog and Col. John D. Howard, “Heavy/Light Operations,” Military Review, April
1987, pp. 24-33.
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Chart 2
Heavy and Light Brigades

197th Infantry Brigade (Mechanized) (Separate)
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A soldier with the 82d U.8. Airborne Division fires an M72, the standard
LightAntitank Weapon. While slill used extensively by a number of armies,
the LAW's effectiveness had been reduced by advances in armor
technology:

The September 1986 rotation took place amid the ever-present rocks,
sand, sagebrush, wadis, rugged mountains, scrub vegetation, and dry lake
beds of the Mojave Desert. Even in late winter, the temperatures ranged into
the 90s. Each task force brought to the NTC its own objectives tailored to
its own training needs. The commanders found that the need for “thought,
work, and practice in the heavy/light arena before the battle starts” was
crucial to success. That conclusion “highlighted the potential realities of
‘come-as-you-are’ warfare.” Hartzog and Howard also concluded that on a
mid-intensity desert battlefield, light forces could be very productive if em-
ployed with the proper METT-T (mission, enemy, terrain, troops and time
available) analysis and if both task forces remained acutely aware of light
force vulnerability. Light forces should not operate on the desert floor after
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first light, but rather from concealed positions. In addition, extreme weather
such as rain, heat, and cold had a different impact on light forces compared
to heavy forces. ““Heavy/light’ doctrine on a ‘grand scale’ was not neces-
sary, but the sharing of practical “how-to” information was essential. As
with any military operation, success depended on cooperation, a common
understanding of the mission, the commanders’ mutual understanding of
intent, and—perhaps most importantly—synchronization of all battlefield
assets. For example, command posts needed to be co-located, signals agreed
upon, and a common intelligence network established.”

An 82d Airborne Division mortar crew prepares an 81-mm. mortar to fire
during a heavy/light rotation.

24. Ibid. Hartzog and Howard based their analysis on information gathered during four operations at the
NTC. The analysis is configured according o the batttefield operating systems (BOS) of a battalion task
force {command and control; intelligence; maneuver; firs support; air defense artillery; combat service sup-
port; and mobility and survivability}.
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Whatever the dissent registered about the light division and its ca-
pabilities, heavy/light training programs and doctrinal concepts were increas-
ingly supported by most of the Army’s senior decision-makers. In support
of the increased emphasis on war plans that called for the employment of
heavy and light forces together, NTC commander Brig. Gen. Horace G.
“Pete” Taylor had his light infantry team prepare a report on heavy/light
operations at the NTC for Brig. Gen. William J. Mullen III, commander of
the Combined Arms Training Activity at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.? To
gather information for the report, an O/C team was assigned twenty-four
hours a day to a light infantry task force undergoing fourteen days of force-
on-force training. Members of the task force chain of command and its
primary and specialty staff officers down to platoon level had an O/C as-
signed to them. Subject matter experts from the Command and General
Staff College, the Center for Army Lessons Learned, the Infantry School,
and the 7th Infantry Division (Light) also joined the research team.2

The light forces O/C report generally followed the themes of the
earlier Hartzog and Howard article. When properly combined, the heavy/
light force mixture provided the commander the ability and flexibility to
conduct a wide range of offensive and defensive operations. In the intelli-
gence “battle before the battle” to destroy the enemy, light forces—given the
- proper synchronization of intelligence and communications—had the capa-
bility to extend the battlefield and to take maximum advantage of rugged
terrain. Inaddition, light forces, when their superior night vision capability
was mixed with the thermal capability of heavy forces, could be especially
effective in night operations and the occupation and preparation of battle
positions, because they were hard for the enemy to find and target. With
regard to fire support, the proper positioning of 105-mm. howitzers well
forward to support the FLOT (forward line of own troops) meant they could
provide suppression and non-lethal missions such as illumination and smoke,
while freeing heavy field artillery for other missions. The light forces O/Cs
believed operations at the NTC had shown that during maneuvers with heavy/
light forces, detailed planning and execution of SEAD (suppression of en-
emy air defenses) became more critical and fire planning and fire support
coordination more difficult.”

25.  Shortly aftar the first heavy/light rotation, an O/C team dedicated to light forces was established as an
element of the TRADOC Operations Group at Fort Irwin. [See April 85 GOEC report]

26. Enclosure to [tr AFZZJ-CG, Brig. Gen. H. G. Taylor to Brig. Gen. William J. Mullen ll, 22 Jun 88,
subj: NTC Heavy Light Observations, Insights, and Lessons Learned.

a7, |bid.
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The divisional engineer battalion of the light division was small and
lightly equipped, by comparison to a heavy battalion. On the other hand,
mobility tasks were also lighter because fewer, lighter vehicles were re-
quired to move far less tonnage over shorter distances, and enemy obstacles
were less of a hindrance to operations. While countermobility tasks were
important to light division operations, the terrain at Fort Irwin required less
alteration for light forces than for heavy forces. Likewise, survivability
tasks were important, but there was much less to dig in. However, when
supporting a heavy unit and performing mobility tasks, light forces required
the support of heavy engineer assets. For example, the light division had no
organic bridging capability. The light forces O/Cs at the NTC found the
light forces training there to be effective obstacle breaching forces and effi-
cient at the emplacement of mines and wire obstacles. They were much less
efficient at chemical decontamination in mid- to high-intensity warfare.”

The air defense artillery (ADA) system in heavy/light operations could
be very effective given several conditions. Light infantry division Stinger ADA
missile teams were dismounted, and each two-man team carried two missiles.
- HMMWYV (High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle) integration with the
heavy force was imperative for ADA sustainment and missile resupply.? Com-
manders of both heavy and light forces needed to be constantly aware that the
priorities in a heavy division tended to be maneuver, command and control, and
- then logistics; in the light division, the order tended to be reversed. Early wam-
" ing had to be accomplished through the integration of all radar systems, the use
of a manual SHORAD (short range air defense) system, and maintenance of the
tactical communications networks. Lastly, centralized planning was essential
for defense against enemy close air support and rotary wing aircraft.

The greatest need for improvement in tactics, techniques, and pro-
cedures when light forces trained as support to heavy battalions was in the
combat service support (CSS) system. The very nature and functions of the
two types of forces made severe difficulties almost inevitable. The prob-
lems were exacerbated by the terrain at Fort Irwin. Logistics support fora
heavy/light task organization required that commanders have a thorough
understanding of the current, ongoing, and forecast needs of both forces.
The acute problems of CSS—casualty evacuation, water and food supply,

28. |Ibid.

20, The Stinger was a man-portable, shoulder-fired guided missile syster which gave soldiers effective
air defense against attacking low-level aircraft. The weapon weighed about thirty-five pounds and could be
carried anywhere a soldier could carry a rifie.

30. Ibid.
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construction materials, ammunition, etc.—are discussed in greater detail in
Chapters V and VIII. Suffice it to say here that when the two different
organizations were integrated, the commander and his staff needed to iden-
tify all the factors that would have an influence on the support of operations.*

From the beginning of operations at the National Training Center,
many observers and numerous participants in the training exercises had re-
marked or written that command and control problems were the biggest
factor in BLUFOR defeats. The attachment of light forces to the usual
heavy forces only magnified the problem. The lack of timing and synchro-
nization, so prevalent during most rotations, often tended to cause each of
the forces to fail to use many of the assets of the other. The difference in
mobility of the forces tended to reduce the flexibility of the heavy force. At
the NTC, the presence of light forces made terrain management a major
issue for the brigade commander. The difficulties of C? and the lessons
learned at the NTC on the subject are discussed in Chapter VIIL. “Regard-
less of how light infantry forces might be employed in heavy-light opera-
tions” the Leland report concluded, “their greatest value is in their ability to
free armored and mechanized forces for offensive action.”*

Beginning in late 1989 and continuing in 1990 and 1991, members of
the NTC Operations Group’s Observation Division conducted a series of inter-
views with personnel ending their present tours at the NTC.3 The interviewees
ranged from NTC commanders to sergeants first class. They included person-
nel from both the BLUFOR and OPFOR. While the subjects discussed varied
widely, many of the respondents talked about heavy/light rotations at the NTC.
While, again, there appeared to be basic agreement with Hartzog and Howard’s
article and with the Leland report, the interviews often revealed the heavy/light
rotations from the perspective of soldiers who watched or participated in them
over a period of months or even years. Interviews are almost always more
candid than formal reports. Further, the interviews were conducted during
the Desert Shield and Desert Storm Operations in the Gulf War of 1990-
1991, a period when force mixtures were very much on soldiers’ minds.3*

31, Ibid.
32. ibid.

33. Some of the personnel interviewed did not physically leave Fort Irwin but rather received assignment
to different positions there.

34,  Interviews are completely cited only on first mention. Thereafter only the interviewee's last name is
used. Some interviewers were not identified nor were dates provided. Copies of the sighteen interviews
are available inthe Cffice of the Command Historian, HQ TRADOC, Fort Monroe, Va. and at the CAC
History Office, Fort Leavenworth, Kan.
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All the respondents who addressed the issue of training light forces
in support of heavy forces in mid- to high-intensity conflict believed such
training was necessary as the Army made the transition from a forward
deployed to a force projection army. As a captain who had served as an
O/C for light and motorized companies and M1 tank teams put it:

My first impression is that it is probably the most impor-
tant training that the Army does below strategic level. Itis
the way we are going to fight. That is the way we are
arrayed in Southwest Asia with light divisions [82d Air-
borne and 101st Air Assault divisions] and heavy divisions.
Mech units can’t dismount enough infantry to do anything
significant dismounted.*

A colonel serving as a senior live-fire task force trainer also ad-
dressed the issue:

Those two [forces] together just have to learn to work to-
gether; because that’s the way to fight, that’s the way we
did it in World War 11, Korea and Vietnam. Suddenly, in
the peacetime army, we have grown apart.*

He went on to say that

because of the vicissitudes of how we station light and heavy
forces in CONUS [continental United States], light forces
are not stationed near heavy and vice versa; so they never
get a chance to work together until they come here or go to
combat as they did in Panama.””

Another thing the interviewees agreed on was that heavy forces did
not know how to use light infantry effectively, primarily because they did
not train together. A lieutenant colonel serving as chief of the mechanized
task force CSS trainer team commented that “I don’t think we get the

35. Maj. Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observations Team, interview with Capt. Terence Tidler,
[1990].

36. Maj. Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observations Team, interview with Col Julian Burns, Jr., No-
vember 1980

37. Interview with Gol. Burns, November 1390.
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mileage out of the infantry we should.” He based his opinion primarily on
the failure of light units to properly prepare for a coming en gagement:

Every time the OPFOR attacks, two of {their] infantry
companies go in the night prior and breach obstacles and
unhinge the defense where we’re going to attack the next
day. And in most cases it’s successful and it contributes to
the OPFOR victory the next day. In very few deliberate
attacks do we [BLUFOR] get the infantry in there and do
the same thing to the red guy.®®

As with the Hartzog and Howard article and the Leland report, the
soldiers interviewed at the NTC agreed that the biggest problems heavy and
light forces faced when training together was command and control and
combat service support. The captain who had served as an O/C for light
and motorized companies and M1 teams talked about synchronization:

Another problem is synchronization between the heavy guys
and the light guys. Often when they talk, they don’t even
use the same words. Doctrinal terms exist foreverything in
the Army, yet the light infantry and mech guys still use their
own expressions. When a mech brigade commander says
he wants a unit to do a “thunder run,” leaders in a mech
task force might know that the dismounts are moving early,
linking up with their tracks later, after the vehicles move
along a route as a feint of some kind. The light fighters
would have no idea what that meant.®

The same captain talked at length about combat service support
problems:%

There are different techniques and different requirements
for every class of supply. . . . Take ice for example. Light

38.  Maj. Beacon, NTG Operations Group, Observations Team, interview with L. Col, Vona, 30 Mar 90.
39. Interview with Capt. Tidler.

40.  Inheavy/light rotations, GSS for light forces normally consisted of a slice from the light unit that was
attached to the heavy forward support battalion (FSB). The iight unit Division Support Command (DIS-
COM) usually provided a liaison who positioned himself in the support operations of the heavy forward
support battalion. interview with Lt. Col. (P) James G. Scott NTC Observations Tearn [interviewer not
identified], Summer 1990. Scolt was at that time senior O/C for the FSB.

54



THE FOCUS OF TRAINING

infantrymen in summer need ice. They don’t have coolers
in their tracks. . . . I have seen units go two or three days
without ice. It contributes to heat casualties because sol-
diers don’t like drinking water that has been heated to 120
degrees. This doesn’t occur to the heavy brigade S-4, since
he is not used to dealing with it.

In addition, light units had different needs for ammunition and construction
materials, and very little organic transportation assets. “Unless you give
them enough transportation . . . . the light infantry are unable to move any
great distance quickly, since they have to be shuttled or walk.” The light
forces also lacked the ability to “puil” their supplies (pick them up in the
trains area), while the heavy brigade S-4 was not used to “pushing” supplies
because his units had the assets and flexibility to pick up supplies.*

As in the 1987 and 1988 assessments of heavy/light rotations at
Fort Irwin, almost all observers commented on the problems with fire sup-
port and intelligence gathering. “With so little fire support available [to light
infantry], fire support planning does not become a big issue. . . . That carries
over to working with the Heavy Forces.” A three-year veteran of the NTC and
a senior analyst and trainer for the armor task force was more specific:

We, as maneuver guys, still are wrapped around the idea of
killing T-72s and BMPs with anything that’s available, and
that includes artiflery. . . . As we know, conventional artil-
lery is probably more effective when used in suppressing
dismounts, or providing a degree of covering fire for our
own dismounted operations.®

With regard to intelligence, when a veteran O/C was asked if he had ever
seen in any heavy/light rotation, a good integration of the light teams in the
R&S (reconnaissance and surveillance) plan, replied:

No, never. They [heavy forces] just treat them like another
Task Force given either a sector or zone, depending on if
they are defending or attacking. Units very rarely take ad-
vantage of the high quality patrolling available from the

41.  Interview with Capt. Tidler, [1990].

42, (1) Interview with Capt, Tidler, 1990[7]. (2) Maj. Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observations Team,
interview with Maj. Miller, 11 Apr 90.
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light forces. The Heavy Brigade rarely exploits their night
vision capability or ability to stealthfully move in rugged
terrain.*

On obstacle breaching, the night fight, advantages on close terrain,
and especially Army Aviation play, observers were more positive:

Their [light forces] sappers are exceptionally well trained
in light mobility operations. They can approach a booby-
trapped triple strand concertina fence in the middle of the
night, silently breach it and allow a task force’s worth of
infantrymen to slide through undetected. Ialso believe they
are better at demolitions.*

A five-year veteran of the NTC and S-3 of the OPFOR armor battalion gave
his assessment of the effectiveness of light forces at night:

They make our night uncomfortable. The infantry should
own the night. . .. You don’t bring 300 infantry soldiers out
here to have them march through daytime. . . . the heavy
brigade commander who commits his infantry to a series of
night dismounted attacks, . . .he’s a guy who starts to upset
our planning tempo,*

In operations in close terrain, the light forces proved to have the capa-
bility to take away some of the advantages of armor. Close terrain tended
o “channelize” armored forces—that is to limit their ability to maneu-
ver—and afforded the light force the opportunity to concentrate its fires
against heavy forces at ranges that eliminated the tactical advantage and
protection of armor. As one observer put if, “in hindering terrain, light
forces are king.”* '
Army aviation had, perhaps, a greater effect on the performance of
light forces deploying with heavy forces than any of their other assets. An
OPFOR operations officer described the scene during rotation 90-07 when

43. Interview with Capt Tidler, [1990).
44, Interview with Capt. Tidler, [1990].
45. Maj Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observations Division, intarview with Maj. Pattis, 6 Apr 80.

46. {1)“Heavy-Light Lessons Learned,” 22 Aug 89, Centerfor Army Lessonsleamed, FortLeavenworth,
Kan. (2) Ltr, Capt. Steve Small to the author, 8 Feb 96 (quotation).
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During heavy/light maneuvers, a soldier with the 82d Airborne Division
preparss fo fire an M-60 machine gun on a tripod mount.
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the 24th Infantry Division deployed with elements of the 101st Airborne
Division (Air Assault):

Probably 90-7 with 94 helicopters is maybe an example of
a gram or two more weight on the scale than the [motorized
rifle] regiment could easily handle. . . . We never had it that
dicey before. But when you’ve got 94 helicopters that had
now added an additional dimension to the battlefield, that
level of equipment modernization and sophistication gave
us a pretty good workout. 90-07 was probably the tough-
estrotation I’ve ever seen. The 58-D [OH-58D Kiowa] is a
terror. It’s kind of like the death machine. He flies over our
fighting position and sends back accurate grids. . . . They
are very good at seeing us; they are very good at controlling
artillery fires; they are very good at executing the brigade
deep battle.¥

Operations involving heavy and light forces working together seemed
to be one of the major directions in which the Army was moving as the 21st
century approached. A mixture of heavy and light forces often appeared to
provide the versatility, deployability, and lethality necessary for winning
across the spectrum of global conflict. At the same time, there remained
complex problems in the employment of such forces. Many questions re-
mained about command and control, fire support coordination, sustainment,
support, intelligence, and mobility differentials. Few argued that heavy/
light force mixes were not needed. But some NTC veterans—given increas-
ingly constrained resources—believed priority training time should be ac-
corded to heavy and light forces on terrain for which they were suited. Could
quality training for light and heavy forces be accomplished on terrain that
dictated the predominance of one type of force over the other? Whatever the
case, the heavy/light rotations at the National Training Center were helping
to identify the difficulties of operations involving a mixture of disparate
forces. And rapidly advancing technology seemed capable of providing some
solutions.

47.  Interview with Maj. Pattis, 8 Apr 90. The OH-58D was a light scout helicopter used for reconnais-
sance, survelllance, and target acquisition.
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Light/Heavy Force Training
and Contingency Operations

Late in 1989, TRADOC, FORSCOM, and NTC senior leaders be-
gan developing a concept to expand N'TC operations to provide training for
light'heavy task forces (a heavy battalion attached to a light brigade) and to
incorporate contingency operations into the training scenario on a periodic
basis. The latter initiative was precipitated by Operation Just Cause in
Panama in December 1989.#* During NTC contingency operations the
BLUFOR would feature a mixture of light, heavy, and special operations
forces.* Such a force would mirror what the Army considered to be the
most likely combination of forces to accomplish contingency operations tac-
tical missions in the future. In early January 1990, a special “rump” CTC
General Officer Executive Committee (GOEC), meeting at the National Train-
ing Center, approved the new initiatives and began development of plans to
“transition” the NTC to a contingency mission focus for selected rotations.
The group recommended that the light/heavy rotation scheduled for 14-27
April 1990 be utilized to determine the ability of the NTC to support contin-
gency operations.®

The first light/heavy contingency cycle at the National Training
Center was planned for Rotation 90-08 in April 1990 with elements of the
7th Infantry Division (Light) and the 1st Infantry Division (Mechanized).
The XVIII Airborne Corps would act as the Joint Task Force Headquarters
with elements of the 75th Ranger Regiment and the 5th Special Forces Group.

48, Caleb Baker interview with TRADOC commander General John W. Foss Defense News, 5 Mar 90.
On 20 December 19898, U.S, military forces intervened in Panama to depose and arrest dictator Manue!
Noriega, commander of the Panama Defense Forces. U.S. aclion was taken to restore the constitutional
process, to protect the integrity of the Panama Canal Treaty, to assure the safety of Americans, and to
combat drug trafficking, by apprehending Noriega and bringing hirn to the United States to stand trial. U.S.
Army units involved in the Invasion included elements of the 5th Infantry Division (M), 7th Infantry Divi-
sion (L), 7th Special Forces Group, 75th Ranger Regiment, 82d Airbome Division, the 193d Light Infantry
Brigade, 508th Airborne Infantry, and the 519th Military Police Battalion.

49. U.S. Army doctrine recognized five types of infantry forces, each with its own special skills and spe-
cific organizational design. Light infantry forces were designed for rapid strategic deployability and were
especially effective in close or restrictive lerrain such as urban areas. Aibome intantry was designed for
large-scale force projection operations characterized by combat parachute or air landing assaults. Air
assault units had significant antiarmor capability and were especially effective against heavy forces. Ranger
units served both as a type of infantry and as special operations forces. Mechanized infantry had the
same mobility as amor forces butless firepowerand protection. Mechanized forces fought both mounted
and dismounted. FM 100-5, Operations, June 1993, HQDA.

50. Contingency operations wers usually defined as military operations conducted on short notice with
forces rapidly deployed into an area of operation. (1) Msg, HODA o distr, 2912577 Jan 90, subj: Con-
tingency Operations (Con Ops) at the CTCs. {2) Briefing, CTC Directorate to GOEG, February 1990,
subj: Contingency Operations.
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Army and NTC officials hoped rotation 90-08 could serve as a test bed for
further evaluation of and planning for such operations and would reinforce
the concept of the Army as a strategic force. At the same time, the principles
and objectives previously established for the first heavy/light rotation would
be maintained. As a result, TRADOC designated rotation 90-08 as a
“focused” rotation for emerging light/heavy doctrine with an emphasis on
command and control and combat service support. The cormnmand also de-
veloped and certified the training scenarios for both light/heavy and contin-
gency operations and assisted the NTC commander in defining appropriate
non-Soviet OPFOR. The Command and General Staff College, in support
of a CAC action team, was responsible for validation of the scenarios and
the development of a booklet on doctrine, tactics, techniques, and proce-
dures for use by the O/Cs in evaluating the performance of the rotating units
and in conducting after action reviews. At Fort Irwin, officials built acom-
bat airfield with a tower and some rudimentary buildings.*

During rotation 90-08, forces from the United States Army Special
Operations Command, while conducting an emergency deployment exer-
cise, were flown aboard U.S. Air Force aircraft from home station at Fort
Bragg, North Carolina to the NTC to infiltrate into the light/heavy maneu-
vers and conduct reconnaissance missions to collect the kind of intelligence
that would be required before forced entry into another country. The 75th
Ranger battalion conducted a live-fire exercise to seize the aforementtoned
airfield. The rotational BLUFOR battalion from the 7th Infantry Division
(Light) at Fort Ord conducted air deployment to link up with, and relieve,
the Rangers. The heavy force from the 1st Infantry Division, Fort Riley,
Kansas, joined the BLUFOR light brigade to conduct follow-on operations.
The NTC OPFOR reorganized during the first part of the rotation to portray
an infantry threat in a contingency operation in the low-to-mid intensity
range. At the time of this first contingency operation at the NTC, the CTC
Master Plan supported three or four contingency type operations annually
beginning in FY 1992.%

Several participants in the aforementioned interview program had,
in the few weeks prior to their interviews, taken part in Rotation 90-08. In
some ways the situation during light/heavy rotations was a mirror image of
that during heavy/light training, in that operational control rested with the

51. (1) FORSCOM Annual Historical Review, FY 1990, p. VI-8. (2) Msg, HQDA to distr, 281257Z Jan 80,
subj: Contingency Operations (Con Ops) at the CTCs.

52, Msgs, HODA to distr, 2912572 Jan 90, subj: Contingency Operations {Con Ops) atthe NTC; 17 Apr
90, subj: Combal Training Center Master Plan (CTCMP) and Contingency Operations (CONCPS} at the
National Training Center.
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light force rather than the armor and mechanized infantry units. From an-
other perspective, many of the problems were the same. A company team
OfC remarked that

the light Task Force Commander has absolutely no idea
how to use those [heavy] guys. He normally establishes
support by fire positions 300-400 meters away from the
objective, which is inappropriate for weapons with effec-
tive ranges in excess of 1500 meters. He normally plans
for only four heavy antitank systems, . . . All of a sudden he
has all these TOWs.%

A senior live-fire task force trainer also commented on the difficulty the
differences in mobility caused: “It has to do with cooperation, so the lights
can understand the rapid pace at which a heavy force can move and so that
the heavies can understand that the OPTEMPO {operating tempo] needs to
be somewhat slower for the lights.”*

A chief of plans and operations for an O/C team, who had just
participated in Rotation 90-08, spoke about the problems with planning and
security. The NTC had insufficient manpower and a severe shortage of
personnel with any special operations experience. The NTC “borrowed”
Rangers from Dugway Proving Ground, Utah, and trained them to be ob-
server/controllers for the Special Operations Forces (SOF). The training
center brought in personnel from XVIII Airborne Corps headquarters at
Fort Bragg, N.C., who had the background to write operations orders for the
SOF. Planning was further complicated by the tendency of SOF to classify
“the things that we [at NTC] typically would not.” Operations using the
NTC open communications networks proved very difficult when standard
procedures for the special operations forces was to talk to their higher head-
quarters over secure networks. The O/C summed up his observations. Heavy,
light, and especially special operations forces tended to “play in separate
sand boxes” and speak different languages. Heavy forces did not under-
stand when light forces talked about “seamless webs and individual squads
wandering around in the dark.” The fuel consumption of Bradley Fighting
Vehicles and tanks “boggled the light guys.” Predictably, logistics proved a

53. Interview with Capt Tidler, [1990). The tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided (TOW) missile
was the Army's standard heavy anti-tank weapon.

54. Interview with Col. Bums.
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major stumbling block and was one of the reasons for conducting the heavy/
light/contingency rotation:

It is not of great difficulty for a heavy brigade to support a
light battalion . . . [because] a light battalion’s needs are
relatively minor. . . . But when this is reversed, as it was in
this rotation, it can take most of a light division’s logistics
assets just to keep one heavy battalion in fuel and ammuni-
tion. . . . There are major differences in the way they
approach just about anything.%

Heavy/light, on balance, was an executable concept; light/heavy
presented many more difficulties.

Motorized Rotations

In May 1988, the NTC hosted the center’s first motorized-unit
rotation with the 3d Brigade of the 9th Infantry Division (Mtz). That initial
rotation was not, however, the first occasion on which the paths of the two
organizations had crossed. In August 1982, during the development of a
concept and a design for a “High Technology Light Division” (HTLD),
Army Chief of Staff Edward C. Meyer announced that the test brigade and
its slice would go to the NTC in October 1983 for testing of the brigade
under combat conditions.” (In the period August 1982 through October
1983, the NTC was still undergoing initial development and had conducted
only a few rotations). The testing at Fort Irwin of the unique HTLD, which
only later would convert to motorized, was precipitated by pressure from
the Department of the Army Staff for expansion of the HTLD concept to
another active division and a National Guard division. Given the large

55. Maj. Beacon, NTC Operations Group, Observation Division, interview with Lt. Col. Michael Ryan,
spring 1980.

56. In 1980, General Edward C. Meyer, Chief of Staff of the Amy, proposed that the Sth Infantry Divi-
sion, a nonmeachanized infantry division, acquire heavier but rapidly deployable capabilities by use of high
technology. He believed the U.S.Army needed a force that was readily deployable, yet capable of fighting
Soviet-aquipped heavy forces. Airborne and “straight” infantry forces could be rapidly deployed but did not
have the mobility or firepower to defeat an enemy force strong in armor and mechanized infantry, The resuit
was a concept for a self-sustaining force capable of defeating armored forces but light enough to be de-
ployed quickly. The high technology concept was destined to fall when the Army abandoned development
of one of its principal weapons systems, the Armored Gun System. The turbulent story of what became
instead the 9th ID (Motorized) is told in detail in L. Col. Stephen L. Bowman, Lt. Col. John M. Kendalt, and
Lt. Col. James L. Saunders, eds. Motorized Experienca of the Sth infantry Division (Fort Lewis, Wash.,
June 1989). See also Romjue, Amny of Exceflence, pp. 74-77.
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amount of training space the high-technology division required for maneu-
vers, Fort Irwin was a logical site. From August 1982 until mid-1983, the
9th Infantry Division prepared for its fall rotation, amid reorganization and
other problems. For example, no MILES system existed to replicate the
MK-19 40-mm. automatic grenade launcher, one of the critical weapons
systems in the test brigade. At that point, the National Training Center’s
senior officials took a position they had taken in the past and would con-
tinue to take on a number of occasions in the future. The NTC announced
it did not want the evaluation conducted at Fort Irwin, on grounds that the
training center’s charter specified training, not testing. The testers would
have to find another site.

Years later, the NTC included the first motorized forces in its rota-
tions. In late March and early April 1989, the 1st Brigade, 9th Infantry
Division conducted a rotation as a motorized-heavy combat team. A year
later, in early February 1990, elements of the 9th Infantry Division once
again trained at the NTC, this time as units in transition. The Department of
the Army had decided to inactivate the 9th Infantry Division beginning in
FY 1990, the action to be completed by FY 1992. The 9th would be re-
placed by a Separate Motorized Brigade in FY 1991. The experience of the
9th Infantry Division in rotation 90-05 was reflective of the equipment prob-
lems the HTLD had encountered for ten years and which finally caused its
demise.®

The observer/controllers assigned to the motorized force—but much
more familiar with heavy armor and mechanized infantry organization and
equipment—Tfound the 9th’s task organization “strange.” One O/C remarked
that “within the same task force they had some TOW platoons that were
authorized three TOWs, some were authorized four TOWs, and others au-
thorized five.” The problem of incompatibility of the MK-19 with MILES
that had existed in 1983 still had not been completely solved. “It [MK-19]
had none of the effects you would have expected from a weapon firing HE
[high explosive] ammunition in the desert.” In addition, the soldiers of the
9th Infantry Division had received the modernized version of the MK-19
only three months earlier and the weapons could be repaired only by civilian
contractors.” The O/Cs were impressed by the motorized unit’s excellent

6§7. Bowman, el. al., eds., pp. 12-13, 20-21. The test was ultimately conducted at Fort Bliss.
58. (1) Bowman, et.al, p. 292. (2) FORSCOM Annual Historical Review, FY 1990, p. V-26.

59. The "Mark-18" was known in the U.S. Anmy as the “Grenade Machine Gun.” Other sources identified
itas the “Automatic Granade Launcher.” The MK-19 was originally developed on behalf of the LL.S. Navy, but
adopted by the Ammy inthe late 1980s. The gun was first fielded with the gth Infantry Division (Continued)
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mobility and the quality of its leaders. Its very mobility, however, caused its
security to be “the poorest of any unit I have observed.” An observer de-
scribed an engagement in which a dismounted OPFOR infantry company
surprised the motorized task force and damaged or destroyed 25 of its 40
TOW missiles. The O/Cs believed the motorized unit relied too much on the
TOW, while its standard operating procedures seemed to call for a more
rapid fire gun system. In an implicit reference to the motorized forces’
protocol of mounting the TOW anti-tank missiles on HMMW Vs, one O/C
remarked that the 9th Infantry Division units lacked heavy support. “They
need tanks.”®

The Focus on Unit Learning

The reader should not conclude from the focus in this chapter on
problems encountered by units training at the National Training Center, that
few things went right during heavy/light, light/heavy, contingency opera-
tions, or motorized rotations. Indeed, on many occasions strengths in the
concepts were revealed. In any case, the basic NTC concept—which had
not changed since the center’s inception—focused not on winning or losing,
but on identifying and fixing deficiencies. That is, on unit learning.

59. (Continued) in 1983. In 1988, the Anmy took over the program and awarded a contract to the SACO
Defence Company, Inc. for production. The weapon provided close-range firepower agalnst personnel
and light armor. The MK-18 weighed neardy 74 pounds and had a range of 1,640 yards at point targets and
2,405 yards againstarea targets. 1t could be mounted on a tripod or on M113 armored personnel carriers,
HMMWVs (Righ mobility multi-purpose wheeled vehicles), trucks, and M88A1 recovery vehicles. Tim
Ripley, The New iltustrated Guide to the Modern USArmy (London: Salamander Books Lid., 1982), p. 128.

60. The TOW (tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided) anti-tank missile was a relatively slow
weapons systern because it required tha gunner to track the missile until it hit the target. The TOW could
be mounted on a variety of platforms including the M2/3 Bradley Fighling Vehicles, the AH-1 Cobra heli~
copter and Improved TOW Vehicles. The TOW could also be mounted on a tripod. Interviews with Capt.
Tidter [1890] and Col. Bums, November 1990. On the TOW missile syslem see Amny Materiel Public
Aftairs Office, “Army Weaponry and Equipment,” Army, October 1990, p. 321.
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The Fort Irwin
Expansion Effort

Intfroduction

Since the early 1980s, NTC planners had from time to time consid-
ered proposals for the center to evolve into a facility that could support the
actual maneuver of brigade level forces. The story of efforts to accomplish
that goal has been recounted in Chapter II. A major obstacle to brigade-
level training requiring accommodation of more than 5,000 soldiers, was
the lack of sufficient maneuver area to support such a large number of
troops. Despite its 643,000 acres, by the mid 1980s it had become clear to
NTC planners that current maneuver space at Fort Irwin was becoming
inadequate. A primary reason was the changes in tactics, doctrine, and
equipment during the 1980s and early 1990s from those of the 1970s. Modern
U.S. warfighting doctrine—AirLand Battle—was influenced by the contin-
ued modernization and technological advances of U.S. forces and potential
adversaries. The more linear and shallow tactical fronts of World War II,
Korea, and NATO and the lateral maneuver of the Active Defense doctrine
of the 1970s, had given way to the fluid 100-mile rear, close, and deep
battle areas of the Persian Gulf War.

The Army realized after several years of training at the NTC, that

- future battlefields would be controlled by commanders who would have at

their disposal a wide variety of highly mobile ground and acrial weapons
that would demand training at doctrinally correct and realistic engagement
distances. For example, the M1A1 Abrams main battle tank could accu-
rately hit targets more than one and a half miles away while moving at 45
miles per hour. The Apache helicopter could accurately engage targets
more than 5 miles away. The Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)
could hit targets almost 20 miles distant. Even more important were the
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maneuver dimensions of modern Army doctrine that required commanders
to use the entire depth of the battlefield to strike the enemy.!

Much of the acreage at Fort Irwin could not be used for force-on-
force maneuvers or live-fire exercises. Fort Irwin’s boundaries had first
been established in 1940}, when President Franklin Delano Roosevelt with-
drew public land to establish an antiaircraft training base. After periodic
reactivation of the post, the NTC was established in 1981 within the origi-
nal Fort Irwin boundaries. Fort Irwin was also a multipurpose facility. The
National Aeronantics and Space Administration operated the Goldstone deep
space and satellite tracking facility on 46,436 acres of Fort Irwin land. The
Air Force conducted live-fire bombing operations on another 92,626 acres.
Furthermore, steeply-sloping mountain ranges made much of the land
unsuitable for maneuvers {land with more than a 20 percent slope was
not considered maneuverable for military vehicles). Environmentally
protected areas and archaeological sites precluded training on an addi-
tional 100,000 acres. In sum, only about 55 percent of Fort Irwin’s land
was available for training.?

Soon after the future of the NTC seemed secure, the Department of
Defense had conducted a mandatory Land Use and Requirements Study
focused on the NTC. Completed in 1985, the study laid out the reasons
(noted above) why the NTC could not accommodate realistic brigade-level
maneuvers. The study further concluded that the NTC and Fort Irwin needed
an additional 238,000 net maneuverable acres in operational lands, Within

- afew months, the training center had established the U.S. Army’s National

Training Center Land Acquisition Project. That project originally involved
the expansion of Fort Irwin by approximately 328,660 acres to the south
and east of the installation. Some of the acreage to the south lay between
the Army installation and the Marine Corps’ Twenty-nine Palms Training
Center, approximately twenty-two miles to the south. The two training
centers had from time to time discussed building a tank road to connect the
maneuver areas. The federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) of the
Department of the Interior managed most of the land in question.® At this

1. Chambers Group, Ing, for the National Training Center, Fortlrwin California and the U.S. Army Comps
of Engineers, Los Angeles District, Revised Final Desert Tortoise Biological Assessment and Conserva-
tion Plan for the National Training Center's Land Acquisition Project, Fort rwin, Cafifornia, October 1992,
p. 2-2 [hereafter cited as Biological Assessment, 1992].

2. (1) Executive Order #8507. (2) Biological Assessment, 1992 P. 2-3.

3. Approximately 75 percent of the proposed expansion area was managed by the BLM. The remainder
belonged to the State of Califomia or to private owners, and would have to be purchased.
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writing, land acquisition for Fort Irwin was still pending. The project ran
afoul of an entangled set of difficulties at every turn.*

Critical among those difficulties were environmental constraints.
To illustrate, the habitat of the desert tortoise, an “endangered” or “threat-
ened” species, and California’s state reptile,’ extended into the existing bound-
aries of Fort Irwin, as well as into the proposed expansion area. Federal
agencies and California environmentalists insisted the tortoise be protected.
In attempting to satisfy that requirement, the NTC had to consider numer-
ous pieces of legislation—existing and proposed.

Concurrently with the tortoise controversy, a California Desert Pro-
tection Act that would transfer miltions of acres in California to National
Parks or other restricted status, was being hotly debated in the Senate and
House of Representatives’ committees concerned with natural resources
and public lands. Passage of the act would leave much less land for mili-
tary use. During that debate, members of Congress, and especially mem-
bers of the California delegation, sparred hotly over the general topic of
military use of public lands and the more specific topic of military over-
flights over national parks and other protected areas. Representatives of
the Department of the Army and the Department of Defense testified on
numerous occasions over a period of eight years, in an attempt to explain
the Army’s position to senators, congressmen, and representatives of a va-
riety of environmental groups.

There were also issues to be settled with other residents of Califor-
nia. Intertwined with all those roadblocks was the increasing public criti-
cism of the armed forces’ environmental policies. As aresult, Army Chief
of Staff General Gordon R. Sullivan determined the Army would take the
- lead in “stewardship of the environment.”® Such a position mandated that
the service carefully scrutinize its own policies. The net result of all the
issues that came to bear on the land acquisition project was that the Army’s
number one priority land project was debated in every Congress beginning
in 1986, and as of the end of 1993, the land acquisition project had yet to
bear fruit.”

4. Msg, HQDAo disir,182020Z Dec 85, subj: National Training Center (NTC), Joint Readiness Train-
ing Center (JRTC), Combat Maneuver Training Center (CMTC) Functional Area Assessmant.

5. The protaction status of the desert tortoise changed over the period under review.
6.  Sullivan was Chief of Staff of the Army from June 1991 to June 1985,

7.  Biological Assessment, 1992, pp. 2-3 to 2-4.
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i

The desert tortoise is one of the official symbols of the Slate of California.
Some 40 percent of the torfoise population lives in the western Mojave
Desert, Adult lortoises weigh up to 20 pounds and live up to 80 years.

As important as additional training land was to the NTC, the issue
was also indicative of a larger concern: the conflict, real or perceived,
between two activities generally admired and supported by Americans: the
maintenance of a qualified military structure, and the protection and en-
hancement of the nation’s natural environment. The interface between na-
tional defense and resource conservation had not traditionally been a matter
of public debate. Although there had been some controversy in the past,
administrative and legislative action had ensured the availability of a trained
defense force. Defense and natural resource advocates had seldom crossed
paths. During the time that the NTC waged its campaign for more maneuver
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space, however, a radically changed world threat situation, a growing pub-
lic concern for protection of the environment, and the establishment of highly
motivated, effective environmental advocacy groups operating within and
without the federal government, appeared to be intersecting in a debate over
the future of land in the public domain and land leased or withdrawn for
military use. Further, the downsizing of the military and the closing and
consolidation of bases tended to cause public confusion when new lands
were sought. Both proponents and opponents of military use of public lands
remarked often during the debates that the public generally saw no need for
withdrawal of public lands for military use. Economic, demographic, inter-
national, and ideological trends seemed likely to increasingly affect how
Congress addressed issues that affected federal lands and related resources.

The National Training Center land acquisition story also revealed
the large number of interests that came to the table when a controversial
piece of legislation was pending. A common thread that ran through the
debate was the need to accommodate that multiplicity of interests. In addi-
tion to the military and the environmentalists, there were mining interests,

.= ranchers who leased federal land for grazing, homeowners, private land
=2 owners, Los Angeles utility companies, Chambers of Commerce, television
“ . cable companies, recreationists such as hunters and off-the-road vehicle

.. fans, rock hunters, the other military services, native Americans, and even a
- monastery.®

The Desert Tortoise Problem

The story of the desert tortoise and the NTC began before such a
: tralnmg center was proposed and long before the first units began training
there. The first national wildlife refuge had been established at Pelican
Island, Fla., by executive order of President Theodore Roosevelt in 1903.
The number of such refuges had continued to grow. Beginning in the late
1950s, some groups became extraordinarily concerned about the possible
disappearance of some species of animals and plants, and began campaigns
to formally and legally protect “endangered” species. In 1966, Congress
enacted legislation to establish the National Wildlife Refuge System under

8.  Foradetailed discussion of the issues of the protection of natural rasources and military use of public
ands, see George H. Siehl, Nafural Resource Issues in National Defense Programs, 31 Oct 91 (Washing-
ton, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress). See also Adela Backiel, The Major
Federal Land Management Agencies: Management of Our Nafion's Lands and Resources, 8 Feb 93
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress). A Coptic monastery was
located just south of Fort Irwin. The Coptic monks were members of the Egyptian Christian Church,
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the management of the federal Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) of the De-
partment of the Interior. Seven years later, further environmental efforts
culminated in the passage, in December 1973, of the Endangered Species
Act.? That Law defined the process for placing a species on the endangered
list and established accountability factors. Enforcement of that law, too,
was the responsibility of the Fish and Wildlife Service.'?

Although there had long been concern for the future of the desert
tortoise, the animals were not on the “endangered” or “threatened” list when
Fort Irwin and the NTC first began efforts to acquire more land. Chief of
Staff of the Army, General John A. Wickham, Jr., approved an outline for
the proposed expansion in early 1987. The Army filed a proposal for with-
drawal of public land adjacent to Fort Irwin for military use in 1988, In
mid-August 1989, the Department of Defense filed the required formal ap-
plication with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) of the Department
of the Interior, the managing agent, and began preparation of an Environ-
mental Impact Statement (EIS).!! Environmentalists immediately began an
intensive lobbying of the FWS, activities that quickly culminated in the
Fish and Wildlife Service taking emergency action to place the Mojave popu-
lation of the desert tortoise on the endangered list. (In. April 1990, the
tortoise was redesignated “threatened,” a category that afforded almost the
same protection and gave the animal permanent protected status). The
designation of the desert tortoise as endangered caused the Department of
Defense to suspend work on the EIS until further studies of the tortoise
population could be conducted.

The desert tortoise was a large herbivorous reptile found not only
in California, but in portions of the Arizona, Nevada, and Utah deserts and
in Mexico. Generally, the animals were active during the spring and earty
summer when annual plants were available for food. Some tortoises were
also active in warm fall months and after summer rains. The rest of the year
they spent in burrows to escape the extreme heat of the desert. The desert
tortoise was the only species of native tortoise within its range. The adult
tortoise usually weighed 10-20 pounds and had a shell length of up to 15
inches. Many lived to be sixty to eighty years old or more. The desert
tortoise was the victim of a variety of predators, including coyotes, foxes,

9. PL.93-205, 87 Stat. 884, 16 USC 1531, et. seq.
10. Backiel, p. 25.

11, All public land management functions fell under the Depariment of the Interior with the exception of
the National Forest System which was the responsibility of the Department of Agriculture.
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S R S

The Army's land acquisition projec!, designed to expand the maneuver
area at Fort lrwin, ran afoul of a myriad of federal regulations and
environmental issues. Chief among environmental concerns was the
future of the desert tortoise.

and raptors, especially the raven. The young tortoises were particularly
vulnerable, because their shells did not harden rapidly.

The FWS determined that the tortoise warranted listing as a threat-
ened species in response to increasing concerns with regard to habitat
disturbance and increased mortality over portions of its range. Habitat
disturbance came, it was thought, from military vehicles and off-the-road
recreationists, as well as livestock grazing on tortoise food resources. The
event that immediately precipitated the FWS’s placement of the desert tor-
toise on the threatened list was the discovery that a number of them had died

7




THE NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER MATURES 1985-1993

from a disease known as Upper Respiratory Tract Disease. However, as of
October 1992, only one case of the disease had been confirmed at the NTC
or in the area of proposed expansion.'?

Under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of
1976—discussed in greater detail below—the land the NTC originally pro-
posed to acquire had become a part of the California Desert Conservation
Area. Four years later, under the California Desert Protection Plan, which

Desert tortoises were usually active in the spring, early summer, and in
warm fall weather. The rest of the year they spent in burrows to escapse
the extreme heat of the high desert.

12, Biplogical Assessmant, 1992, pp. 3-14 to 3-15.
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is also discussed in greater detail below, the area had been designated a
“wilderness study area,” a designation that left the decision to declare the
area in question a “wilderness,” on hold pending further study.”* As aresult
of the FLPMA and the new protective designation for the tortoise, a number
of studies were conducted (1983, 1988, 1989, 1590, 1991, 1992) to deter-
mine the distribution and density of the desert tortoise at the NTC and in the
adjacent study areas. The combined figures showed the greatest density in
the southernmost part of Fort Irwin and in the area immediately south and
west of the installation—the very acreage Fort Irwin and the NTC hoped to
acquire. (Map 2) All totaled, researchers estimated the NTC was home to
5,200 to 7,800 of the elusive tortoises. Biologists also conducted studies of
the tortoise habitat to “examine all of the past, present, and future distur-
bances that have affected or will likely affect the tortoise and its habitat
within the Western Mojave Desert.” It was generally determined that while
tactical vehicles had been major contributors to the destruction of shrub
growth—and therefore of tortoise food—human population growth, off-
the-road vehicle activity, and construction of utility conduits, had also con-
tributed to loss or degradation of habitat.!

.- " Meanwhile, having learned of the addition of the desert tortoise to
the endangered species list on 4 August 1989, the Engineers at Fort Irwin
attemipted to.ascertain what responsibilities the installation—and by impli-

. cation, the NTC—had with regard to the desert tortoise. Two weeks later,

on 23 August 1989, representatives of the Directorate of Engineering and
Housing met informally with Fish and Wildlife Service representatives from
the Southern California Field Station. Presumably, things did not go well,
because a week after that, on 31 August, the Director of Engineering and
Housing wrote to the acting field supervisor of FWS at Laguna Niguel,
Calif., to request information on “listed and proposed endangered and threat-
ened species which may be present within the boundaries of the National
Training Center and Fort Irwin.” On 6 October the list arrived at Fort Irwin
along with a letter from the FWS supervisor. He advised the chief engineer
of the NTC’s obligation under the Endangered Species Act:

If a Department of the Army (Army) project may affect a
listed species, the Army has the responsibility to prepare a
Biological Assessment if the project is a construction project

13. Federal Land Policy and Management Act, PL.

14, (1} National Training Center, Desert Tortoise Biological Assessment for the Gurrent Mission at the
National Training Center, Fort Irwin, California, June 1991 [hereafter cited as Biological Assessment, 1981).
(2) Biological Assessment, 1992, pp. 3-15 1o 3-21.
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Map 2
Desert Tortoise Population Sites on Fort Irwin
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which may require an Environmental Impact Statement. If
a Biological Assessment is not required, the Army still has
the responsibility to review its proposed activities and de-
termine whether the listed species will be affected.”

The FWS supervisor went on to warn that while Fort Irwin could
continue planning for expansion, no resources could be committed until the
FWS had completed its assessment of the situation. Further, if a listed
species would be affected, under the law the Army had to request “formal
consultation” with the FWS.

In September 1989, Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney visited
the NTC to investigate the controversy about the desert tortoise and the
growing opposition among miners, ranchers, and other homeowners to Fort
Irwin’s expansion. Cheney voiced his support for the acquisition of more
land: “I dor’t see why we cannot on the one hand protect our species and
also maintain our military capability.” The Secretary suggested that per-
haps the tortoises could be confined in fenced areas. During Cheney’s news
conference, a Sierra Club leader called the idea “absurd,” remarking that
“tanks and tortoises don’t mix.” By that time, the battle lines appeared to
be firmly drawn.'

Faced with the uncertainty of whether a Biological Assessment
was required, in January 1990, the NTC contracted with the U.S. Army
Construction Engineering Research Laboratory, or CERL, to prepare the
assessment. According to the procedures set down in the Endangered Spe-
cies Act, once the FWS received the report, it would issue a “Biological
Opinion.” Meanwhile, the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
scheduled for release in late 1989 had to be put on hold until more studies of
the desert tortoise and its habitat could be performed. At that point, an
unusual occurrence pointed up the nature of the controversy over the desert
tortoise. It was customary for the military services to hire a contractor to
do the EIS while the BLM served as a cooperating agency. In the case of
Fort Irwin, the BLM would prepare the EIS “because we felt the issues
which involve wilderness study areas, desert tortoise habitat, and recreation
were so significant that we needed to lead the process.”” In late March

15. {1) Briefing Slide, National Training Center Section 7 Historical Milestones, June 1981, (2) Ltr,
Brooks Harper to Lt Col. John E. Wright, 6 Oct 89.

16. Jenifor Warren, “Battle Lines Drawn on Ft. Irwin Growth,” Los Angeles Times, 22 Sep 89.

17. Cy Jamison, Director, Bureau of Land Management to David Alberswerth, Director, Public Lands
and Energy Division, Nationat Wildlife Federation, 24 Nov 83.
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1990, presumably because of the ongoing studies, the NTC requested addi-
tional time to complete the CERL report. Finally, in the spring of 1991, the
NTC submitted the report. Meanwhile, in a separate action, Fort Irwin
initiated formal consultation proceedings with the FWS.'3

The CERL Biological Assessment of 1991 presented a brief his-
tory of the installation, described its current mission, and outlined the major
features of the Fort Irwin environment. In addition, it reported the results of
the many surveys and studies of the desert tortoise. The report’s authors
pointed out that unit movements were strictly controlled to protect the
tortoise and for safety reasons. They also stressed the role that the instru-
mentation system and the observer/controllers played in protecting the
environment during maneuvers. Each rotating unit was briefed separately
by a biologist and archaeologist on restricted areas, off-limits areas, and
protected sites such as the springs within the boundaries of Fort Irwin. Hand-
outs warned against handling the tortoises and warned soldiers not to litter
because ravens were “especially attracted to MRE’s.” The Biological
Assessment also pointed out the California State University (Dominquez
Hills) “Neonatal Tortoise Research Project” which Fort Irwin and Southern
California Edison sponsored. Fort Irwin had provided a one-square-mile
area where a predator-proof enclosure was built to study nesting and
young tortoises. The veterinary clinic at Fort Irwin even had a tortoise
adoption program.”

The carefully prepared CERL report apparently did not impress
the Fish and Wildlife Service officials. In aletter to NTC commander, Brig.
Gen. Wesley K. Clark, the FWS field supervisor concluded that “the Na-
tional Training Center is not meeting the mandates of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.” However, he stated in the required “Biological Opinion” that
“the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the desert tortoise. Critical habitat has not been designated in California for
this species. Therefore, the proposed action will not result in adverse modi-
fication of critical habitat.” Later he explained that that conclusion had
been reached because “the greatest amount of habitat to be lost on the
National Training Center has already occurred.” The author went on to

18. (1) Ltr, Harperto Wright, 6 Oct 89. (2) Briafing Slide, NTC Sect 7 Milestones, June 1991. (3) U.S.
Gongress, Oversight Hearing Before the Subcommiftee on National Parks and Public Lands ofthe Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, January 3, 1990, (Washington D.C., 1991),
101st Cong., 2d sess, p. 37 [hereafter cited as Oversight Hearing, Public Lands, 3 Jan 90].

19. BiologicalAssessment, 1991, Only those tortoises already in captivity or sick or injurad animals that
had been cared forby the clinic were available for adoption. ltwas illegal to remove a torloise fromits
natural habitat. Once captured, however, they were not to be released back into the wild. MRE stood for
“meals, ready to eat,” issued to military personnel.
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criticize the NTC for the loss of tortoise habitat, a circumstance he attributed
to training exercises over a ten-year period and the opening up of four artil-
lery impact areas during 1985 and 1986.% Further, a 1989 survey of the
tortoise population had found that of forty-four carcasses found, twenty-
three had been within tracks made by tanks, lending credence to the Sierra
Club’s “tanks and tortoises don’t mix” comment.*'

The Fort Irwin landfill was also criticized for attracting “numerous
common ravens” which then fed on young tortoises. The Department of the
Army was ordered to clean up the landfill at Fort Irwin and restrict the
ravens® access to waste disposal areas. The Biological Opinion expressly
stated that the ravens were not to be killed—presumably a response to a
suggestion by the BLM that shooting and poisoning them was one method
of control. (The Humane Society quickly acquired a restraining order to
put an end to that idea).”? The FWS mandated among other things, that in
areas with the largest tortoise population, the NTC establish a management
plan for the desert tortoise, install barbed wire and a tortoise-proof fence at
the edge of suitable habitat, and prohibit the use of vehicular traffic within
those areas. Purther, all convoys using the Manix Tank Trail from the
Yermo Depot to Fort Trwin and the Goldstone Road were to have a lead
vehicle with at least one observer to watch for desert tortoises and remove
them from harm’s way. The Fort Irwin biologist was to train the observers
in the biology and handling of tortoises.”

Faced with such restrictions and mounting opposition among Cali-
fornia environmentalists and in Congress to the further withdrawal of pub-
lic lands for military use, the Army reassessed the land acquisition effort.
As noted carlier, much of the objection to the expansion of Fort Irwin was
based on the presence of a large number of desert tortoises in a portion of
the area of proposed expansion—that being the area to the south of the
current Fort Irwin. Thus, apparently as a result of the objections of the
BLM and the FWS, the area of proposed expansion was changed to include
approximately 260,000 to 330,000 acres east of Fort Irwin that had a very
low density of tortoise population. The acreage would vary according to

20, Theimpactareas had been placed in off-limits status whan the NTC opened, pending a future cleanup
so that they could be used for maneuvers. The four areas were Langford Lake, Lucky Fuse, Nelson,
and Gary Owen.

21. Lr, Jeffrey D. Opdycke to Brig Gen Wesley K. Clark, 24 Sep 91, subj: Biologicai Opinion for the U.S.
Army’s Current Mission at the National Training Genter, Fort irwin, California.

20 "All Creatures Great and Dwindling," Vanishing Cafifornia, December 1989, pp. 84-85.

23, Ibid.
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which of four alternative plans was chosen. The new proposal included the
Silurian Valley, the Vatjean Valley, the Soda Mountains, and the Atawatz
Mountains. It also included a 150,000 acre portion of the U.S. Navy’s
Mojave B Range to the west of Fort Irwin. Mojave B was a part of the
China Lake Naval Weapons Center, and the Army envisioned its use by
both services. (Map 3) Perhaps in an effort to ensure the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s acceptance of the alternative sites, the NTC also asked for 2,560
acres in the area of heavy tortoise populations south of the post, to be man-
aged for protection of the tortoise and to prevent human injury by restrict-
ing access to abandoned mine shafts. No maneuvers would occur there and
the area would be off-limits to civilian off-the-road use.

In all, the land the Army chose, including the China Lake tract,
totaled about 480,000 acres, of which approximately 240,000 was maneu-
verable. Only about 33,000 acres were considered tortoise habitat. A ma-
jor drawback to maneuvers in the Silurian Valley area was the presence of
California State Highway 127, which ran in a northerly direction from Baker,
Calif. on interstate Route 15 to a point just east of Death Valley National
Monument before crossing into Nevada.?* The highway ran to within about
eight miles of Fort Irwin and was the largest roadway between Interstate
Route 15 and Death Valley, and one of the few paved roads in the area.?s

Land ownership in the Silurian Valley area was mostly public, and
the public lands were managed directly by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. The California Desert Conservation Area Plan of 1980 directed
“multiple-use” management of public lands in that area of the western Mojave
Desert. All or portions of seven wilderness study areas lay within the
approximately 306,000 acre tract. Under the multiple-use designation,
current land uses included a variety of activities. Mining took place along
a portion of the southern boundary. Boulder Corridor, a major utility trans-
mission corridor ran along interstate highway 15 through the southern and
eastern portions of the proposed expansion area. The electric lines, which
ran from Hoover Dam near Las Vegas to Los Angeles, provided approxi-
mately 70 percent of that city’s electricity. A natural gas pipeline paralleled

24.  Although the Army’s position on acquisition of the newly proposed area was that traffic was very
sparse on Route 127, inreality traflic was moderate to heavy at certain times of the year. Because of
the highway’s route from a major interstate highway to a point close to Death Valley, Baker, Calif. on
Interstate Route 15, billed itsolf the “Eastern Gateway to Death Vallay.”

25. (1) Biological Asssessment, 1992, i, ii, 3-20 o 3-21, 3-24. (2) Pant of the present California State
Highway 127 was a partof the old Sait Lake Trall. Over that trail merchants from LosAngeles transported
goods to the Mormons in Utah, who had to buy most of their manufactured goods outside the territory.
Roule 127 was also the trail over which Army dragoons had escorted paymasters, mail carriers, etc.
Dennis G. Casebur, Carleton’s Pah-ute Campaign, published by that author, 1872, pp. 14, 15.
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the Boulder Corridor. A variety of recreational activities took place in the
Silurian area: “rockhounding”; sightseeing, and limited off-highway ve-
hicle use. A small portion of the land was used for grazing. Private lands
encompassing only 8,038 acres (1.7 percent) were scattered widely through-
out the area and principally coincided with mining claims. Land owned by
the State of California accounted for 15,374 acres, or 3.2 percent.?

With the geographic change in the land acquisition plan, another
Biological Assessment had to be prepared and submitted to the FWS. Plans
were for the new assessment to become a part of the aforementioned Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement required by the Bureau of Land Management,
Also prepared by the Chambers Group, Inc for the NTC and the Corps of
Engineers, the revised report of October 1992 included much of the same
information provided in the 1991 report. In addition, it included provisions
for the preparation and management of a Tortoise Conservation Plan and
plans for the relocation of tortoises from the proposed expansion areas east
and west of Fort Irwin prior to the land’s use for maneuvers. The relocation
plan was estimated to cost upwards of $2.5 million. Expanded educational
programs were promised, to include all Fort Irwin personnel. Fences were
planned for the protection of biological, cultural, archaeological, historical,
and paleontological arcas.

The October 1992 report’s authors took pains to point out that the
Fort Irwin land acquisition effort had received support from two unlikely
sources—the Base Realignment and Closure Comimission (BRAC) of 1988
and the General Accounting Office (GAQO). The BRAC Commission report
noted that:

. . . the increasing emphasis on joint and combined- arms
operations expands the requirement for large training ar-
eas, such as the National Training Center at Fort Irwin,
California. Inthe past the services have been able to ang-
ment their training areas by using other federal lands, such
as national forests. . . . That option is becoming increas-
ingly constrained because of the growing body of legisla-
tion that places greater limits on the use of federal land. . . .
The foregoing demonstrates clearly the need for the Depart-
ment of Defense to pursue vigorously the acquisition of large
tracts of land in sparsely populated regions for the purpose
of ground and air training.

26. Biological Assessment, 1992, pp. 3-4 10 3-5.
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. the services should be seeking ways in which they
might expand training areas, such as the National Training
center at Fort Irwin, California to accommodate the need
for battalion, brigade, and division-level maneuver with
artillery, missile, and air support.”’

In addition, the GAQ had independently validated the Army’s re-
quirement for the expansion of Fort Irwin.”

In April 1993, the Army and Fort Irwin released a recovery plan
for the desert tortoise, as the Endangered Species Act required. There mat-
ters stood with the desert tortoise as the Fort Irwin-NTC land acquisition
project was facing another related challenge—the California Desert Protec-
tion Act bill in Congress.

The Military Use of Public Lands
Debate in Congress

In 1986, Senator Alan Cranston, Democrat from California, intro-
duced the first version of the California Desert Protection Act (CDPA) in
the 99th Congress. The proposed desert protection legislation was debated
in every session of every Congress from then through 1993. The bill was
sponsored and supported by a variety of environmental groups in Califor-
nia and nationally. If enacted, the legislation portended a negative impact
on the military services’ efforts to acquire more public land for training,
especially in the west and, more especially, in California. Concurrently,
hearings were being held on the military use of public lands generally. The
two issues, environmental protection and military use of public lands,
became so intertwined that by 1993, hearings on the two bills were held
together. Along the way, the framework of the debates and hearings was
informed by a number of existing laws.

The ownership and disposition of the federal lands had long been
an issue in American history. The original colonies’ cession of land be-
tween the Appalachian Mountains and the Mississippi River to the Federal

27.  Public Law 100-526, Base Realignments and Closures, Report of the Defense Secratary’s Commis-
sion, December 1988, pp. 12-13,21.

28. General Accounting Office, Draft Report: Amy Training: Comprehensive Strategy Would Provide
Basis for Deciding Land Needs, 21 December 1990. The finat teport entitled Various Factors Create
Uncertainty About Need for More Land, April 1991, does not specifically address the NTC and is much
more cautious in its approach to military land acquisition efforts. The draft was the version used by the task
force.
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Government, together with the granting to the new government the author-
ity to regulate federal property and create new states, went far in assuring
the success of the new federal government. Legislation such as the Territo-
rial Ordinance of 1784 and the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 established
the system of surveying of lands for disposal and set up a system for devel-
opment of territorial governments leading to statehood. In their basic form,
those approaches to federal land management still existed in the 1980s and
1990s. Butover the years many conflicts had developed and recurred. What
use should the government make of public lands? Should they be retained
in federal ownership or disposed of to private ownership or given to the new
states created out of them? Federal land laws seesawed between laws cre-
ating federal land programs such as national parks and laws disposing of
federal lands to raise money or encourage settlement such as the Homestead
Actof 1862. The twentieth century saw a stronger sentiment for a policy
of retention of public lands in federal ownership, much to the regret of
western members of Congress who hoped to see federal lands relinquished
to the states.?

In the environmental realm, the last half of the twentieth century
also saw changes in policy. For many years, from time to time, state and
federal legislatures had approved bills related to protection of specific areas
and animal and plant species. But beginning in the mid- to late- 1950s,
such legislation became more frequent and tended to affect larger areas and
to apply at a national level. One of the first acts that might have affected the
NTC land acquisition program was the Interchange Act of 26 July 1956.%
That legislation authorized the transfer of National Forest lands to manage-
ment by the Department of Defense in return for a corresponding transfer of
military lands to the Department of Agriculture. The land exchanged did not
have to be contiguous or located in the same state. NTC planners had made
clear early on that land that did not provide an extension of maneuver space
adjacent to the existing Fort Irwin would not suit the training center’s needs.

In February 1958, Congress had passed what came to be known as
the Engle Act, after its sponsor Representative (later Senator) Clair Engle
of California. For many years public lands had been converted into mili-
tary bases or otherwise allocated for military uses by administrative actions
alone. Many such actions had been taken as the United States was drawn
into World War II. However, the period after World War I differed from

29. (1) Samuel Eliot Morison, The Oxford History of the American People (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1965), pp. 297-98. (2) Backiel, pp. 5, 8-9, 19.

30. 16U.S.C. 5053, 505b.
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previous postwar eras as the nation remained on a near-war footing. Asa
result, there was increasing public concern that many military allocations
of public lands—originally seen as temporary measures to respond to
wartime needs—seemed likely to become permanent, thus excluding other
possible uses. The Engle Act provided that in peacetime, no Department of
Defense request for withdrawal of more than 5,000 acres of public lands
could be granted without an act of Congress.’! Obviously, the NTC’s
request for vast acreage, whether it was located south of the current Fort
Irwin or east and west of it, would require an act of Congress. That require-
ment in turn, meant that the traditional administrative actions and
“gentlemen’s agreements” between the Secretaries of the Interior or Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Defense were no longer possible.

Two other pieces of legislation also helped to define the parameters
of the NTC’s search for more acreage. The Wilderness Act of 1964 estab-
lished the National Wilderness Preservation System. The act defined “wil-
derness” as roadless federal land which was relatively untouched by human
activity. The act designated certain Forest Service Lands as wilderness and
required study of additional National Forest and National Park lands to
determine if they qualified as additions to the system. Land was added to
the system by acts of Congress. Generally, the construction of buildings or
roads, logging, and the use of motorized vehicles were prohibited. Five
years later, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 required a pub-
lic process and an Environmental Impact Statement before the military’s
requests for transfer of jurisdiction on public lands could be honored.*

Perhaps the most influential legislation with regard to the military
acquisition of public lands and the management of the California Desert
was the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, or FLPMA. In 1976,
after many studies and deliberations in three Congresses, that comprehen-
sive public lands law was enacted. Designed to bring together a myriad of
inefficient and inconsistent laws, the FLPMA finally established that public
lands would be retained in federal ownership. Important to the NTC expan-
sion effort were the provisions that management would be on the basis of
multiple-use and that the public would be involved in decision-making

31, PL.85-337, 72 Stat. 27. The Engle Act was renewed in 1988,

32. Thelargest portion of federal land in the United States was managed by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, or the National Park Setvice, allin the Department ofthe Interior; the
National Forest System was managed by the Nalional Forest Service of the Depariment of Agriculture;
almost 20 million acres of federal land not managed by the foregoing agencies was managed by the
Department of Defense, making it the fifth largest federal land manager. Backisl, Introduction, pp. 35-36.

The EngleAct did notapply to the National Guard, which ags a state entity was authorized to use public
lands in the same way as any other state agency.
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through a land-use planning process. The 1976 act also provided for the
establishment of a California Desert Conservation Area. Specifically, the
FLPMA directed the BLM to develop a plan to manage the California Desert
Conservation Area under a multiple-use concept. The new law also made
BLM-managed lands within the Mojave Desert subject to review and desig-
nation as “wilderness.” 3

To execute the provisions of the FLPMA with regard to the Cali-
fornia Desert Conservation Area, President Jimmy Carter asked his Secre-
tary of the Interior, Cecil Andrus, to appoint a Desert Advisory Council to
carry out the mandated public planning process. The fifteen-member coun-
cil spent four years drafting a management plan for the desert. After more
than fifty public hearings and 40,000 public comments, Andrus approved
the California Desert Protection Plan in 1980. The plan provided for multi-
ple-use (vehicles, mining, power lines, ranches, etc.) and resource protec-
tion. It also placed more than half the desert in “limited use” categories. At
the time of its passage, off-road vehicle groups, the mining association, and
some local governments were so stringently opposed to the California Desert
Protection Plan that they filed suit to enjoin Secretary Andrus from signing
the plan. The unsuccessful suit was not decided for four years. Generally,
however, while none of the groups on either side‘of the environmental de-
bate were entirely happy with the plan, most considered it balanced. It was
that plan that opponents of the Cranston California Desert Protection Act
(CDPA) and supporters of the withdrawal of public lands for military use
would accuse CDPA supporters of attempting to bypass.>*

The Cranston bill of 1986, and a companion bill introduced in the
House of Representatives by Representative Richard H. Lehman, also a
Democrat from California, did not at first appear to have a direct effect on
the NTC land acquisition program, although it was the most sweeping land
conservation measure to come before Congress since the Alaska National
Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980. The CDPA, if passed, would
have declared some seventy sites in the desert—approximately 2.5 million
acres—as “wilderness,” an often controversial designation because, as noted
above, wilderness areas had strict management and use limitations, Wilder-
ness was “undeveloped Federal land . . . without permanent improvements.”
Generally, neither buildings nor roads were allowed. The CDPA would

33. (1) Federal Land Policy and ManagementAct, 80 Stat. 2743, 43 USC, 1701 et seq. (2) PL. 88-577,
78 Stat. 890, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq. 3 Sep 64. (3) Siehl, Natural Resources, p. 42.

34. U.S. Congress, California Desert Protection Act of 1993—Hearings before the Subcommittee onf
Public Lands, National Parks and Foresls of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, United
States Senate (Washington, D.C., 1993) 27-28 Apr 93, 103 Cong, 1st sess.
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also greatly expand the Death Valley National Monument and the Joshua
Tree National Monument and make both sites National Parks, henceforth
to be administered by the National Park Service instead of the Bureau of
Land Management. Perhaps the most controversial provision of the pro-
posed legislation was the creation of a huge “East Mojave National Park”
west of the California-Nevada border, south of California interstate Route
15 and north of interstate Route 40. The area was generally southeast of
Fort Irwin. (Map 1) In 1986, the Bast Mojave area was designated a
National Scenic Area. National Park status would, again, mean National
Park Service management and severe restrictions on a favorite recreation
area of hunters and off-the-road vehicle enthusiasts. However, at that time
the bill seemed to have no threat for the NTC expansion, because none of
the seventy some sites proposed as wilderness or National Parks lay di-
rectly south of Fort Irwin in the area the NTC wished at that time to annex.

That is not to say that there was no connection between the NTC’s
efforts to expand and the California Desert Protection Act. Concurrently
with the perennial debates over the CDPA, the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives began “oversight”” hearings on the military use of public lands.*
Both issues-were concerned with the use and disposition of federal lands.
Opponents of the CDPA often used as a major argument the importance of
national security and the need for additional training land for the military
forces. In addition to the NTC’s proposed land acquistion, the Navy’s
Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery Range in southern California and its
China Lake Naval Weapons Center west of Death Valley, had petitioned for
renewal of their withdrawal of land from public use. Proponents of the
CDPA pointed to the military requests as examples of the importance of
redesignating the subject sites as wilderness, to prevent further damage from
training exercises. The debates featured some strange, certainly nontradi-
tional, alliances. Some ranchers and miners joined utility companies to
support the military view. Other strange bedfellows were ranchers who
joined environmentalists against a common foe: the Pentagon. Supporiers
of multiple-use of federal lands, often supported single-use by the military
as opposed to wilderness designations. Over time, the congressional com-
mittees heard thousands of hours of testimony on both the military requests
and the CDPA. Some supporters complained the bill was too radical; oth-
ers argued it did not go far enough. The bill changed in many minor ways
during the debates, but generally remained the same—at least through 1992.

35. The debates In the House tock place in the Subcommittee on National Parks and Pubfic Lands,
Committee on Interiorand insular Affairs.
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The fate of the CDPA was a somewhat minor issue for Fort Irwin
and the NTC—especially compared with the fate of the desert tortoise—
until the training center abandoned efforts to obtain the land south of the
installation which served as a habitat for large numbers of the animals. As
previously discussed, the NTC then focused its efforts on acquiring adja-
cent land to the southeast, east, and west. Then, passage or lack thereof, of
the CDPA became a major issue for Army and NTC officials, because three
of the areas identified for wilderness designation were in the area the Army
wanted—the Soda Mountains, the Avawatz Mountains, and the South
Avawatz Range. At that point, the Army had not formally petitioned for
additional land—primarily because until the fate of the bill was known,
NTC planners did not know which of four alternatives to select. Wilderness
designations would mean, among other things, prohibition of mechanized
vehicles. The bill would also move the southern border of Death Valley
“National Park” directly adjacent to the NTC’s northernmost boundary,
thereby eliminating the safety buffer provided by the Owlshead Mountains
during aerial bombing exercises. Moreover, the possibility that the bill
might pass both houses of Congress increased. From the beginning, Demo-
crats had tended to favor the bill, while Republicans opposed it. Although
the House of Representatives had passed the CDPA on two occasions (1991
and 1992), it either was not taken up in the Senate or failed to pass. One
reason for its failure was the opposition from California’s other senator,
Republican John Seymour. But in the 1992 elections, Democrats Diane
Feinstein and Barbara Boxer replaced Cranston and Seymour.
Environmentalist groups, the strongest supporters of the bill, saw a chance
finally to pass it.3

Meanwhile, the National Training Center’s efforts to obtain more
maneuver area encountered another roadblock. By 1990, the military ser-
vices had identified and requested use of a total of 4.6 million acres of
additional public lands in California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
Utah, and Washington. The Bureau of Land Management had those re-
quests under review when the public outcry against the withdrawal of more
land from the public domain became quite loud, especially in the western
states where the land in question was located. There appeared to be a belief

36. The strongest support came from the Sierra Club, the California Desert Protection League, the
Wildemess Society, the National Wildlife Federation, the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service, and theAudubon
Society. Opposed to the bill were the National Qutdoors Coalition, the Natlonal Qutdoor Federation {off-
highway vehicle devotees), The California Desert Coalition, Califoria’s electric and gas utility compa-
nies (which also opposed the expansion of Fort Irwin), most Chambers of Commerce, the National Rifle
Association, several congressmen from the Cafifornia desert area whose districts were ganaraly fearful of
loss of income, and, of course, the Department of Defense.
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among many that since the services were downsizing and bases were being
closed, there was no need to grant the military more training land. Also at
issue were low-altitude flights over recreational areas such as National Parks.
To address those concerns, the House of Representatives’ Subcommittee on
National Parks and Public Lands of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs held an oversight hearing, beginning on 3 January 1990. Testimony
came from every quarter, and every request from the Department of De-
fense for use of public lands, including the Fort Irwin project, received
close scrutiny. Representatives of the Department of Defense explained
that a mechanized infantry battalion needed more than 80,000 acres to
practice maneuvers, compared to 4,000 acres during World War II. Envi-
ronmentalists and conservationists, the most vocal element at the hearings,
were not convinced. One commentator wrote for the Washington Post that the
Pentagon was conducting “a land grab that ought to be called an invasion.™

The hearing appeared to demonstrate that the Department of De-
fense lacked a coordinated way to make decisions about obtaining land for
military uses. The Bureau of Land Management proposed that the De-
partment of Defense establish a single point of contact for all federal
military actions involving public lands. At least partly in response to
that hearing and to increasing criticism, on 13 September 1990, Deputy
Secretary of Defense, Donald J. Atwood, Jr., placed a moratorium on
Department of Defense land acquisition. The memorandum establishing
the moratorium stated:

The Secretary of Defense and I want to change fundamen-
tally the way the Department of Defense acquires land in
the future and to place a moratorium on acquisitions that
are currently in process. As we reshape our forces and
close or realign bases, the Department must ensure that we
propose the acquisition of land only where there is a clearly
demonstrated need.

Atwood’s memorandum also prohibited commanders from making
public any major proposal for land without approval of the Secretary of
Defense or himself. Follow-on guidance included addressing alternatives,
particularly the potential for using land available from a sister service be-
fore new acquisitions were requested. The new sensitivity among senior
officials to public concern about the way the military services did business,

37. (1) Oversight Hearings, Public Lands, 3 Jan 80. (2) ColmanMcCarthy, “The Pentagon’s Land Sight-
ing," Washington Post, 21 Jan 90.
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thus put the NTC and Fort Irwin another step further away from acquiring
additional acreage.®®

An article which appeared in the Los Angeles Times in December
1990—during the buildup preceding the Persian Gulf Crisis— was indica-
tive of the problems the Army faced in attempting to expand the maneuver
area at Fort Irwin. The headline read: “Opponents of Earlier Proposals
Charge a Trumped-up Land Grab is Under Way.” After a brief explanation
of local opposition to the project and the role of the desert tortoise, the
article continued:

With the Army contending it needs more room quickly to
meet the troop training demands of the Persian Gulf crisis,
opponents of the expansion say the conflict is being used as
an excuse by the military to gain control over more land.

The story was apparently prompted by Fort Irwin garrison
commander Col. Hal Fuller’s suggestion that the Army might be able to
acquire a smaller but immediate 125,000-acre expansion to accommodate a
stepped-up training schedule. His reference was to the training of Army
National Guard round-out brigades at the NTC, a subject addressed at length
elsewhere in this study. The idea of an emergency expansion was quickly
dropped when the BLM declared that there was not enough time to prepare
the environmental assessment required before the mandatory congressional
approval could be obtained. The Persian Gulf crisis did, however, some-
what improve the Army’s case. According to the BLM, before Iraq invaded
Kuwait on 2 August 1990, the mail was running 150 to 1 against the Army’s
land acquisition proposal; after the military buildup began, the negative
letters outnumbered the positive 10 to 1.%*

While the Department of Defense struggled with new guidelines for
the acquisition of public lands for military use, the California Desert Pro-
tection Act reappeared on the floor of the House and Senate on a regular
basis. The actors occasionally changed, but the arguments did not, that is
not until Operation Desert Storm and the 1992 presidential elections. Dur-
ing the numerous hearings on the CDPA, more than a thousand witnesses

38. (1) Memo, Atwood to distr, 13 Sep 90, subj: LandAcquisitionin the United States. (2) United States
General Accounting Office, Report to the Honorable Nancy Landon Kassebaum, U.S. Senate, Army
Training: Various Factors Create Uncertainty About Need for More Land, April 1991, pp. 41-42. As another
follow-on action, the Department of the Army revised Training Circular 25-1, Training Land, to reflect the
new regulations. The older version was eleven years old.

39. Kenneth Reich, “Irag Crisis Cited in Push fo Extend DesertArmy Base,” LosAngeles Times, 3 Dec 90.
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testified or offered statements. Some of the testimony concerned only the
desert protection bill; some concerned only the proposed expansion of Fort
Irwin and actions dealing with other military facilities in the California
desert:* some addressed both issues. But, without exception, participants
in the debate who spoke to both issues and supported the California Desert
Protection Act, opposed the withdrawal of land from the public domain for
the Army’s use at Fort Irwin. And, predictably, the issue of the desert
tortoise was a frequent subject.

Increasingly, in hearings concerning military use of public land,
assertions were made that—with regard to the environment —the military
should be held to the same standard as all other users of public and private
land. Such sentiments led, in 1992, to passage of the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act, which meant that installations were no longer shielded
from the necessity to comply with state and local regulations, some of which
were more stringent than federal regulations. Such legisiation put Army
trainers on notice that the lack of sound natural resource management might
jeopardize the opportunity for troops to train, and for the military to obtain
the additional land needed—at the NTC or elsewhere. The changing policy
climate, in addition to the debates over military use of public lands, military
overflights, and the efforts of CDPA advocates to made the desired land
adjacent to Fort Irwin a part of the protected desert area, further compli-
cated the issue of NTC land acquisition. The basic question seemed to be:
How do you deal with endangered species, hazardous waste, clean air and
water, and the protection of natural, cultural, and historical resources, with-
out compromising good training?*

Examples of the testimony of only a few of those who sought to
influence the Senate and House committees on the entangled set of issues
that would inform the NTC’s efforts to obtain more land, can serve to illus-
trate the wide variety of viewpoints brought to bear. The debates are also
indicative of the type of opposition the Army faced. Not all those who
testified or petitioned either the Senate Committee on Energy and Natu-
ral Resources or the House of Representatives Committee on Natural
Resources—or both—directly addressed the expansion of Fort Irwin;

40. There were five major U.S. military facilities in the California Desert ProtectionArea: Fort irwin/NTC;
China Lake Naval Weapons Center; the Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery Range {Navy); the U.S.
Air Force’s EdwardsAir Force Base; and the Marine Corps’ Twentynine Palms Air Ground Combat Train-
ing Genter. The renewal of the agreement betwaen the Interior and Defense Depariments for use of the
China Lake and Chocolate Mountains sites was also an issue during the debates.

41, (1) TRADOCACH, CY 82,pp. 113-14. (2} George H. Siehl, “Natural Resource Concems in Military
Trainlng,” National Defenise, March 1983, p. 8. :
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however, supporters of the CDPA implicitly opposed the loss of potential
wilderness areas to NTC maneuvers. Most CDPA advocates also opposed
“single-use” withdrawal of public land for military use and military over-
flights of national parks and wilderness.

The U.S. Army’s interest in the California Desert Protection Act-NTC
struggle was represented by Robert A. Stone, Department of Defense Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Installations. In his remarks to the Senate committee,
Stone explained the need for the NTC to acquire additional acreage:

[Without more land] technology would change, the land and
airspace required for testing and training would not. We
would fail in the most important obligation we have: to
prepare young Americans to survive in combat. We also
need flexibility to expand, not only to meet current require-
ments, but also to keep pace as the technical complexity of
our units, weapons, and tactics improve,*

Col. Hal Fuller, garrison commander at Fort Irwin, in response to a
similar question from Idaho senator Larry E. Craig, answered:

We have some concerns about the designation of wilder-
ness or wilderness study areas. In particular, our mission
has become very important in the last few years. Over
500,000 soldiers have been trained at the National Training
Center, and had a significant impact in the recent engage-
ment in Southwest Asia. . . . We need to train as we are
going to fight in the battles of tomorrow. We cannot train
for the battle of yesterday.”

From the time Senator Cranston introduced the first California
Desert Protection Act bill in 1986, one of the NTC’s staunchest defenders
was United States Representative Jerry Lewis, a Republican who repre-
sented San Bernardino County, in which Fort Irwin was located. Ithad been
Lewis who as much as anyone else deserved credit for “saving” the NTC
concept before the center became a reality. When, in 1979, the California

42, U.S. Congress, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Public Lands, National Parks, and Forests of
the Commiitee on Energy and Natural Resources, U.S. Senate, 10 Nov 92, 102d Cong, 2d sess, p. 51.
[Hereafter cited as Senate Hearings, 2d sess, 1992.] Advising Stone onbehalf of the Army were Brig.
Gen. William A. Navas, Deputy Director of the Army National Guard and Brig Gen. Larry D. Lehowicz,
Director of Training in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Flans.

43. 1bid. p. 57-58.
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Resources Agency succeeded in having the House of Representatives Ap-
propriations Committee withdraw all funding for the NTC on grounds that
the Army had not satisfied the state’s concern for adverse environmental
impacts, Lewis had convinced the California Assembly to pass a resolution
unanimously endorsing the establishment of the NTC at Fort Irwin. Fund-
ing was then reinstituted and planning for the NTC resumed.*

Lewis’ appeals to the committee during their hearings on the future of
the California desert, addressed both the California Desert Protection Act—
which he opposed—and the NTC’s acquisition of additional land—which he
favored. He accused supporters of the bill of bypassing the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, which mandated a public planning
process. Of the Senate and House bills of 1993, Lewis told the committees:

H.R. 518 and its Senate counterpart S. 21 were originally
drafted and introduced by an elite few behind closed doors
with little public input. . . . [Their actions] violate the pub-
lic trust of those who committed years to the public process
that culminated in a reasonable and comprehensive desert
plan. Inthe eyes of this Member and a solid majority of my
southern California constituents who live in, work in, and
-love the desert, such a violation is not only unbelievable but
totally unacceptable.*

Of the NTC’s expansion into a part of the desert which he repre-
sented, Representative Lewis once again championed the training center:

Several issues regarding military use of the desert must be
addressed and permanently settled prior to the enactment
of any desert legislation. . . . Much of our success in Op-
eration Desert Shield and Desert Storm can be directly
attributed to the National Training Center at Fort Irwin.
General Schwartzkopf had this to say about the NTC. “1
commanded the 24th Mechanized Division during seven
different rotations at Fort Irwin. It is the best investment

44.  An account of the drafting of an Environmental Impact Statement and its approvat may be found in
Chapman, National Training Center, pp. 30-32.

45. U.S. Congress, Hearings Before the Subcommitfee on Fublic Lands, National Parks, and Foresis of
the Commiltee on Energy and Natural Resources on H.R. 518 and 880, U.S. House of Representatives, 15
Jun 93, (Washington D.G., 1993}, 103d Cong, 1st sess, p. 56. {Hereafter cited as H.R. Hearings, 15! sess,
1993.]
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the Army has made in the 35 years I have been in the Army.
The reason we did so well in Desert Storm and Desert Shield
is because almost every commander we had over there had
some kind of involvement in the NTC.”6

The National Training Center and Fort Irwin found some unwitting—
and unlikely—allies in their opposition to the CDPA: ranchers concerned
with the loss of leases on inexpensive public grazing land; miners concerned
for the loss of claims; homeowners who clung to their existence far from
Los Angeles; hunters and the National Rifle Association; local Chambers
of Commerce fearful of the loss of jobs and businesses; off-highway vehicle
enthusiasts; and the State Highway Department of California (CALTRAN)
who resisted the loss of sand and gravel pits within the proposed wilder-
ness. Of course, some of these groups also opposed the withdrawal of
public land for military use or the renewal of existing withdrawals. Oppo-
sition to the CDPA also came from California’s governor, Pete Wilson, who
as a U.S. Senator had successfully opposed Senator Cranston’s bill. (Con-
currently, Wilson took credit for the emergency listing of the desert tortoise
as “endangered”)."

The California utility companies were a special case in that they
generally opposed both the California Desert Protection bill and the expan-
sion of Fort Irwin. Los Angeles mayor Tom Bradley, as well as the utility
companies themselves, expressed their concern about the current and future
effects on the huge power lines that ran directly from Hoover Dam to Los
Angeles, as previously noted. Estimates as to how much of Los Angeles’
power was supplied in that manner ranged from 65 percent to 80 percent.
Company personne! were also concerned about the future of the Los Ange-
les Aqueduct System which supplied up to 80 percent of Los Angeles’
water. The position of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power on
the expansion of Fort Irwin was relatively clear:

46, Hearings Before the Subcommitiee on Public Lands, Naticnal Parks, and Forests of the Commitiee
onEnergy and Natural Rescurces, U.S. Senate, 103rd Cong., 1stsess, p. 120. [Hereafter cited as Senate
Hearings, 1st sess, 1993.]

47. (1) Statement of Edward G. Heidig, Director, Galitomia Department of Conservation, Sacramento,
CA. (2) Ltr, William T.Archy, Senior Vice President, Policy and Congressional Affairs, Chamber of Comn-
merce of the United States of America to Bruce F. Vento, Chairman, Subcommittes on National Parks,
Forests, and Public Lands, Committee on Matural Resources, U.S. House of Representatives (inH.R.
Hearings, 1st sess, 1993, pp. 525-26). The testimony of those persons representing the mining interests
is In Senate Hearings, 2d sess, 1992, pp. 151-52. When asked how much it had costto improve his mine
relative to the deserttorioise, one owner raplied that it had cost $1.3 million and atfirst it was thoughtthat
three had been sighted, but it tumed out to be the same one.
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In the event a proposal . . . emerges to provide for the
expansion of Fort Irwin, the city respectfully requests that
statutory language be included which: (1) protects the city’s
ability to operate, maintain, and construct transmission lines
in the affected utility corridors; (2) requires the military
to assume all liability for damage to transmission line fa-
cilities resulting from its military operations; (3) requires
the military to pay for any safety or other measures
needed to protect the transmission line facilities from
military activities; and (4) maintains BLM [Burean of
Land Management] management authority regarding the
affected utility corridors.*

Los Angeles officials were also concerned about natural gas pipe-
lines that generally paralleled the power lines across the Mojave. Compli-
ance with air quality legislation necessitated a greater use for natural gas
for the city’s electric plants, rather than the use of more pollutant fuels.
That need for natural gas coupled with the potential of increased demand
for electricity, led the city to watch carefully any activity that might threaten
current or future pipelines. Despite those concerns on the part of the city’s
utility companies, the Los Angeles City Council took official action to en-
dorse the CDPA.# '

The most vocal supporters of the California Desert Protection Act—
and often the biggest foes of NTC expansion—were California’s various
environmentalist groups. A principal concern of those groups was the con-
version of lands administered for multiple-use and conservation to military
training which they viewed as single-use of the lands that was insensitive to
all other resource values. The testimony of the Legislative Director of the
Sierra Club and spokesperson also for the California Desert Protection
League is fairly typical:

1 am pleased to offer our unequivocal support for this legis-
lation. Turge you to move this bill forward expeditiously.
It is time and beyond for Congress to provide a statutory
framework for the protection and management of the

48, Senator Alan Cranslon to Mayor Tom Bradley, 26 Jan 89, appended to Senate Hearings, 2d sess,
1992, p. 286. The utility corridors along Interstate Route 10 were the result of an agreement between the
BLM and the State of California conceming the use of public lands. )

49, (1) Senate Hearings, 2d sess, 1993. (2) Letter, James F. Seeley to Representative Bruce F. Venlo,
7 Jun 93, Appendix to Senate Hearings, 27-28 Apr 93, 103rd Cong., st sess., p. 498.
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California Desert. It is time for Congress to choose a fu-
ture for this area. . . . [The desert] is not vast enough to
withstand indefinitely the kind of rough, uncontrolied use it
has seen over the past several decades.™

As the debate continued, environmental groups increasingly accused
the military of “trashing” the California Desert, especially at the NTC.

The Legislative Story

As the 1980s gave way to the 1990s, the California Desert Protec-
tion Act was, as already noted, introduced in both houses of Congress yearly,
only to go down to defeat. In November 1991, the House of Representa-
tives passed the CDPA, which had been introduced by Representative
Richard Lehman, a Democrat from Riverside, Calif. On that bill, Senate
action stalled at the hands of GOP opposition. In 1992, Cranston and Lehman
once again introduced their bills in the Senate and House, respectively,
with only minor changes. Once again the House passed the CDPA despite
President Bush’s threat to veto it. That time, in the Senate, the Bush admin-
istration introduced its own bill. The administration bill was based on the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and would designate
2.1 million acres as BLM administered wilderness and add 110,000 acres to
Death Valley and Joshua Tree National Monuments—a far cry from the 5.5
million acres that would change status under the Cranston bill. Neither bill
was approved. The administration bill appears to have been a smoke screen.
Senator John Seymour, a Republican appointee and strong opponent of the
CDPA, bottled up the bill in committee by invoking a parliamentary proce-
dure that prohibited a committee from meeting for longer than two hours
after the Senate convenes without a unanimous floor vote to waive the pro-
vision. The committee had to recess without a vote when Seymour objected
five minutes past the two-hour limit.%

50. (1} Siehl, p. 19. (2) House Hearings, 15.Jun 93, 103rd Cong, 1st sess, p. 171-72. The California
Desent Protection League was a coalition of more than a hundred conservation, civic, and educational
organizations.

51. (1) Senate Hearings, 29-30 Apr 92, 102d Cong, 2 sess, passim. {2) Glenn F. Bunting, “Desert: Ma-
neuver by Seymour Bottles Up Bill in Committee,” Los Angeles Times, 6Aug 92. The House Billwas H.R.
2929; the Cranston bill was 8. 21; and the administration bill was S. 2393. The bilf had been linked to
another highly coniroversiat bill (Republican-sponsored) that would free the government from some envi-
ronmental restrictions when logging nationaf forests in the Pacific Northwest.
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There the matter stood as the November 1992 national elections ap-
proached. National Training Center planners were no closer to acquiring more
land than they had been in 1986. And formal procedures still had to wait, it
appeared, until the status of the desired acreage was decided by the fate of the
CDPA. At that point, matters regarding the NTC took a rather dramatic turn.
In the fall elections, a former San Francisco mayor and a Democrat, Diane
Feinstein, defeated Senator John Seymour; Barbara Boxer, also a Democrat,
took over what had been Senator Alan Cranston’s seat. Feinstein, with Boxer’s
assistance, took over as sponsor of the CDPA bill in the Senate. She proved to
be as determined to pass the CDPA as Seymour had been determined it be
defeated. She was cautiously optimistic and had reason to be. In the same
elections William “Bill” J. Clinton, a Democrat, defeated George H. W. Bush,
the Republican incumbent, for the Presidency. Clinton endorsed the CDPA bill;
his Secretary of the Interior, Bruce Babbitt, was an avid supporter and testified
for the bill before both Senate and House committees. Bush, it will be remem-
bered, threatened a veto should the bill pass both houses.*

Aware of the rocky road the bill had had in the Senate in the past,
Feinstein took steps to diffuse as much of the opposition as possible. The
Department of Defense was prominent among the bill’s opponents. To
counter Department of Defense opposition, especially with regard to the
proposed expansion of Fort Irwin, the three areas targeted as wilderness
and located within the potentially expanded maneuver area, were removed
from the bill or altered. The South Avawatz Mountains were entirely re-
moved as a designated wilderness area; the wilderness boundaries were
changed for the Avawatz Mountains and the Soda Mountains. All three areas
were removed from “wilderness study” status until the Fort Irwin land acquisi-
tion issue was settled. In addition, boundaries were changed for proposed
wilderness areas between Fort Irwin and the Marine Corps Training Center
(“Twenty-Nine Palms”), to allow for the building of a transportation corri-
dor (“tank road”™), should the services choose to do so to provide for testing
of command and control procedures. Language was changed to assure con-
tinued military overflight over public land and national parks. The buffer
zone between Death Valley and the NTC live-fire range remained intact.”

52. (1) Senate Hearings, 27-28 Apr 93, 103d Cong., 1st sess. {(2) House Hearings, 15 Jun 93, 103d
Cong., 15t 5ess.

53. In 1993, the Senate combined the bill conceming military overflights with the bilt regarding the CDPA
as S. 21. The House held joint hearing on H.R. 518, the Wildemess Act, and H.R. 880, ‘The Withdrawal of
Federal Lands for Military Purposes. 1n addition to concessions to the military, the 1993 Feinstein bill also
included language to ensure protection of mining claims and utiites. The U.S. Navy's use of China
Lake Naval Weapons Center and the Chocolate Mountains Agrial Gunnery Range was confirmed.
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At that point, Senator Sam Nunn, a Democrat from Georgia and Chairman
of the Armed Forces Committee, who had championed the military’s efforts
to maintain training land and air space, agreed to co-sponsor the CDPA
legislation.*

While the concessions to the military were the major reasons for the
Defense Department’s abandonment of its objections to the California Desert
Protection Act, two other forces also played a part. First, Clinton’s appoin-
tees replaced the Bush appointees, referred to often in the hearings as the
“old Defense Department.” Second, as previously noted, the military ser-
vices, and especially the Army, began placing unprecedented emphasis on
environmental issues.” During the hearings on the expansion of Fort Irwin,
as well as other military matters, much of the testimony on behalf of the
Department of Defense was given by Sherri Wasserman Goodman, Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense for Environmental Security, a very new posi-
tion. When Goodman testified during the Senate hearings in late April
1993, she had been on the job one day. She set the tone for the “new”
Department of Defense:

The old Department of Defense opposed the California
Desert Protection Act on the grounds that the emphasis on
protecting the desert could not be reconciled with our mili-
tary activities there. However as we change our military
focus to meet new threats, I am here today to support S. 21
... and to tell you that the President, Vice President, and
Secretary [of Defense] [Les] Aspin believe that environ-
mental security is vital to our national security.>

DPuring House hearings six weeks later, when asked by Representa-
tive James V. Hanson, Republican of Utah, whether the Army would be
careful not to run over desert tortoises, Goodman replied “That certainly is
correct, yes.”¥

Thus the 103rd Congress took up the California Desert Protection
Act one more time, while the Army and the NTC awaited the fate of

54. (1)Senate Hearings, 27-28 Apr 83, 103rd Cong, 1stsess, p; 131-32.

55. Foran account of the U.S. Army's environmental activities in the early 1990s, see TRADOC ACH,
CY 91, p. 153; CY 92, pp. 113-15; CY 93, pp. 179, 188, pp. 126-27.

56. Senate Hearings, 27-28 Apr 93, 103rd Cong, 1st sess, p. 148.

57. House Hearings, 15Jun 93, 103rd Cong., 1st sess, p. 164,
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their land acquisition project. In 1993, the legislation passed the House of
Representatives by an overwhelming majority. The House bill, unlike the
Senate bill left the three areas east of the present Fort Irwin that the NTC
desired, in “wilderness study” status. The Army objected that such a provi-
sion was almost as detrimental to its interests as a “wilderness” designation.
At the end of 1993, the Senate version of the bill, which had seen numerous
changes had not reached the floor. After eight years of attempting to satisfy
the Fish and Wildlife Service concerning the future of the desert tortoise,
changes in plans for expansion to avoid the tortoise’s habitat, debates over
military use of public land and overflights, increasing concerns within and
outside the Army regarding environmental issues, and uncertainty as to
how to proceed until the CDPA was either passed or abandoned, the
NTC was no closer to achieving expansion of Ft. Irwin’s force-on-force
maneuver area.*®

58. Senate Hearings, 27-28 Apr 93, 103rd Cong. 1st sess, pp 114, 132.
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